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HIGHLIGHTS 

With the principal exception of the retail sector, relatively few recent changes 
are evident in the structure of the Texas<*Oklahoma (Southern Plains) meat industry. 
This is true particularly of the industry in Oklahonaa, The most important finding 
of this study, however, is that substantial change in the structure of the Southern 
Plains meat industry likely will be required within the next several years» Pressures 
for change already are apparent and arise out of a variety of evolutionary develop-» 
mentSa   The basic econonaic forces of change include; 

1, Marked change in the structure of the retail grocery industry in the Southern 
Plains, as elsewhere, and changes in procurement practices of retailers: 

(a) Grocery   store   numbers   dropped   27   percent  in Texas  and 40 percent in 
Oklahoma during 1948-58» 

(b) Sales   in chains   and  supermarkets  in the  Southern  Plains increased frona 
about  50  percent  of total grocery  store sales in 1948 to about 65 percent 
in   1958»       Firms   with   11   or   more   stores expanded during this period» 

(c) Voluntary and cooperative  retail groups  are  growing  rapidly and shifting 
to centralized buying of naeat and other perishable products« 

(d) In   procurement,   emphasis   upon   specified   quality   and   uniform.ity,   etc, 
is increasing» 

(e) Large-volume   retailers   were   receiving   large   quantities   of   meat from 
outside the Southern Plains in 1959« 

2» Increased importance of the conamercial livestock feeding industry and 
changes in livestock inventories in the Southern Plains: 

(a) Numbers   of   cattle   and   calves   on   feed   almost doubled since 1950 while 
feedlots with 1,000 or naore head capacity more than doubled» 

(b) Cattle  and  calf numbers  on farms rose during 1930-60, but hog and sheep 
nunnbers declined» 

3» Structural shifts in the meat industry at the national level reflecting changes 
in the number and sales of slaughtering plants, packer branch houses, and wholesalers: 

(a) Nunabers   of   slaughtering   firms   are   increasing   and  sales  per plant are 
declining»       Packers   with   national systems of distribution have been de^^ 
dining in relative inaportance» 

(b) Packer    branch   house    numbers   decreased   about   30   percent   and sales 
dropped   about   15   percent   during  1948-58,  with  sonae  increase in sales 
per branch house» 

(c) Nxxnabers    and    sales    of    meat   wholesalers    (nonslaughterers)   increased 
dramatically    between   1948   and   1954»      After   1954,   however, numbers 
and sales increased at a somewhat slower pace» 



The structural and marketing practices of the Southern Plains meat industry 
reveal the following characteristics: 

1^ The Southern Plains area is surplus in the production of beef, calf, and 
lam.b, but deficit in pork production* Although cow beef and lamb were shipped to 
other    States   in   1959,   fed   beef   and   pork   items were shipped in from other States« 

2» The slaughtering or packing industry is composed primarily of small« and 
nxedium«volume, nonfederally inspected firms» Nunabers of slaughtering plants 
increased during 1948-58 and average sales volume per plant decreased« 

3„ Slaughter in the area is not highly specialized as two^thirds of the plants 
slaughtered three or more species in 1959» 

4<r Packer branch house numbers decreased from. 1948 to 1958, while average 
sales volume per branch increased substantially in contrast to a snaaller increase 
for the U« S» 

5* Wholesaling firms (nonslaughterers) doubled in number and size from 1948 
to 1954, but no substantial changes were noted after 1954o 

6o A few specialized processing firm.s are located in the area« Their relative 
importance    appears   to   be   increasing   in   Oklahom.a   although   decreasing in Texas, 

Adjustm.ents that may occur as a result of forces now at work in the Southern 
Plains livestock and meat industry include: 

la More specialization and increases in size of slaughtering establishments to 
supply large-volume retailers with the required volume and quality of m.eat products 
at competitive costs, 

2, Additional federally inspected slaughtering facilities if the current growth 
rate of the cattle feeding industry in the Southern Plains is maintained, 

3, A downward adjustm.ent in num.bers of wholesaling firnas with a simultaneous 
increase  in size of firms to supply the increasing numbers of large-volume retailers, 

4, Further decreases in packer branch house numbers, but increases in size, 
reflecting increased emphasis on pork and other cured products. 



THE TEXAS-OKLAHOMA MEAT INDUSTRY 

Structure and Marketing Practices 

By Raymond A^   Dietrich, Willard F, Williams, and Jarvis Eo Miller_l/ 

INTRODUCTION 

The distribution of m.eat and meat products and the structure of the meat industry 
in the United States are -undergoing continual change« 2/ Population and incom.e 
growth, rapidly growing urban centers, expanding large volume retailers, modern 
mechanization, shifts in location of production and slaughter, and growth in com- 
mercial cattle feeding have generated many of the structural changes that have 
appeared in the meat industry« Mass buying of meat on a rigid specification basis 
by retail firms and the widespread use of Federal meat grade standards also have 
encouraged adjustments at all levels in the m.eat industryo These and other factors, 
including shifts in population to the West and to large nuetropolitan and industrial 
areas have been accom.panied by changes in number, types, and business operations 
of packers   and wholesalers,  and alterations in the types of livestock being produced. 

Changes in the m.eat industry structure are many and varied« For instance, 
national packers, including their branch houses, are declining in importance« The 
percentage of meat industry sales accounted for by the nine largest packers decreased 
from 62 percent in 1950 to 53 percent in 1959^ These percentages represent total 
sales« Meat sales are a smaller proportion of total sales for the large packer than 
for the smaller packer« 'hj Independent packers and wholesale meat distributors, 
at the sanie time increased their share of the m^arket« Specialization in slaughtering, 
processing, and distribution is becoming more pronounced at the national level« 
Large diversified firms are being replaced by smaller, more specialized operations« 
Cattle feeding has become highly commercialized and feeders have become more 
cognizant of the quality demands of large volume retailing firms» Packing firms, 
including some with national systems of distribution, have located near the areas of 
concentrated livestock production and feeding in an attemipt to decrease procurenaent 
COStSo 

y Mr« Dietrich is an Agricultural Economist, Economic Research Service, Mar- 
keting Economics Division, U« S« Department of Agriculture; Mr« Williams is a 
Professor, Department of Agricultural Economics, Oklahoma State University; and 
Mr, Miller is an Associate Professor, Department of Agricultural Econom.ics and 
Rural Sociology, Texas Agricultural and Mechanical College« 

2/ Williams, Wo F« Wholesale Meat Distribution In the San Francisco Bay Area, 
Uo S. Dept« Agr« Mkt« Res« Rpt. 165«   April 1959« 

Dietrich, R» A«, and Williams, W, F, Meat Distribution in the Los Angeles Area. 
Uo So Dept« Agr, Mkt« Res« Rpt. 347«   July 1959« 

Butz, Do Eo and Baker, Go L«, Jr» The Changing Structure of the Meat Economy. 
Harvard University, Graduate School of Business Administration, Division of Research. 
Boston,1960o 

3/ American Meat Institute« Financial Facts About the Meat Industry« Chicago, 
111«, July 1962. 



Changes at the national level have precipitated changes in Texas and Oklahoma, 4/ 
Some national packers have constructed additional plants in the Southern Plains; 
others have ceased operations. Some independent packers have enlarged and reno- 
vated existing slaughtering facilities to meet increasing demands. An increasing 
industrial development and a rapidly growing population in the North Texas and Gulf 
Coast areas have been accompanied by increases in num-bers and size of large- 
volunae retail organizations which market a high quality product* The Southern 
Plains area traditionally has produced large volumes of feeder cattle and calves 
and is now producing large quantities of feed grains and sorghums. Cattle feeding 
has   expanded   rapidly   since   the mid 1950's  and additional expansion is anticipated. 

The meat industry of the Southern Plains is faced with severe competition from 
other areas for markets within and outside the region. 

Objectives of This Study 

This study represents the initial phase of a continuing research program.. The 
larger program is designed to determine (1) the structure of the Southern Plains 
livestock and meat industry, (2) the competitive potential of the industry in this area 
relative to other areas, (3) the impacts and effects of basic economic forces such as 
population, consumer income and technology on market structure and on the behavior 
of meat industry firms in the region, (4) effects of adjustments in market structure 
upon operational and pricing efficiency, and (5) kinds and types of additional adjust- 
ments that might be made by the Southern Plains meat industry to improve performance 
and competitive potentials, 

Little information currently is available on the marketing of livestock or meat 
in Texas and Oklahoma, As an initial effort, therefore, this study is designed to (1) 
reveal structural characteristics of the m^arketing system for meat, (2) examine 
recent changes in basic econom.ic forces such as population, incom.e and adjustments 
at the retail and farm level and accompanying changes in the Southern Plains m.eat 
industry, (3) evaluate recent adjustments in mark et structure and practices, (4) develop 
preliminary recommendations with respect to adjustm.ents in market structure that 
appear consistent with improvements in m^arket performance, and (5) provide data 
and suggestions on needed areas for additional research, Em.phasis in this initial 
study is placed primarily upon current market structure and historical changes in 
structure. 

Data Collecting Procedure 

In order to evaluate the current structure of the meat industry in the Southern 
Plains, data were collected on volumes of meat handled and procurem.ent and selling 
practices during 1959» 

In Oklahoma, data were obtained from all packers, wholesale meat distributors, 
and retail food chains. In Texas, data were obtained from all packers, wholesale 
m.eat distributors, and retail food chains in the Dallas-Fort Worth, Houston, and 
San Antonio metropolitan areas. In the remaining areas of Texas, data were collected 
from packers and retail food chains on a sample basis. 

Historical analyses were made from Census and other data. 

4/   Subsequent    references   to    Texas    and   Oklahoma   as    a   unit may be denoted by 
'*Southern Plains," 

-   2  - 



BASIC FORCES AFFECTING MARKET STRUCTURE AND HISTORICAL TRENDS 

The development of the meatpacking industry in Texas began in the 1890*So 
Texas^ however, did not gain national prominence in the meat industry iintil Swift 
and Armour erected plants at Fort Worth in 1902. 5/ Meatpacking on a commercial 
scale in Oklahoma was initiated with establishment of plants in Oklahoma City by 
Morris in 1909, and by Sulzberger and Schwarzschild in 1911o (&/ 

Structural changes in the Southern Plains livestock and meat economy have 
been the result of many forces — both economic and social in nature« Some of 
these forces include changes in population, per capita income, livestock production 
and   slaughter,   meat   consunaption,   and   changes  in the livestock and naeat industry. 

Population and Inconae 

Changes in population and in consiinaer incomes are two important forces affecting 
the structure of the marketing system for meat at the retail level, and subsequently 
the wholesale distribution level* The Southern Plains population accoimted for 6,7 
percent of the United States total in I960 as compared with 6.6 percent in 1950, 
During this period population increased about 20 percent in the Southern Plains and 
about 18 percent in the U, S, The larger cities in Texas have been responsible for 
most of the population growth in the Southern Plains, 

Population in Texas, which is 4 times greater than that of Oklahoma, rose from 
3 million in 1900 to 9^6 miUion in I960 (fig. 1), The population expanded most rapidly 
in Texas from. 1940 to I960 when numbers increased by more than 49 percent. In 
contrast, the population in Oklahoma reached a peak of 2,4 million in 1930 and has 
remained at about this level through I960 (fig, 1)^ Since 1955, however, population 
growth in Oklahonaa has averaged about 1,1 percent per year. 

Consumption of som.e types of meat, principally beef, generally rises with in-* 
creases in real incomes of consumers. Pork consumption, in contrast, generally 
declines, relative to beef. Personal income has shown significant gains in Texas 
and Oklahoma from 1929 to I960 both in total and per capita (table 1), Total personal 
incom.e adjusted for changes in prices increased 166 percent in Texas and 99 percent 
in Oklahoma, The larger increase for Texas is attributable to a faster^growing 
population. There is little difference between the two States in rate of growth of 
per capita personal income, which was slightly higher in Texas than in Oklahoma 
throughout the 1929-60 period (table 1), However, since 1940, per capita personal 
incom.es have increased naore rapidly in Oklahonaa than in Texas, 

Rising per capita personal inconae and an increasing population in the Southern 
Plains imply an increasing consximption of meat and naeat products in that area. 
Although personal income has increased in both States, total meat consumption has 
not increased as greatly in Oklahonaa as in Texas, where population moved up at a 
sharper rate. 

5/   Littleton,   Terr el   W,       The   Meat   Packing   Industry   With Special Reference to 
Texas,   Thesis, University of Texas, p, 45,   August 1940. 

6/     Swem,    Edward    R.       Meat   Packing   Grows    Up, National   Provisioner, p, 76. 
January 1952, 
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Table 1.--Personal and per capita personal income, Texas and Oklahoma, I929-I96O l/ 

ear  ] 
Personal income        ' Per capita personal income 

Y 
Texas • Oklahoma [            Texas     \ Oklahoma 

1929 ' 
► ' 

Million 
dollars 

2,752 
2,776 

10,375 
18,508 

Million 
dollars 

1,077 
867 

2,51^ 
¿j-,312 

Dollars 

ií78 
^■3^ 

1,3¿^0 
1,92¿^ 

Dollars 

^5^ 
194.0 • •  373 
1950.  1.133 
i960  1,848 

1/ Figures 

Source: I 

3 are 

J. S. 

unadjusted 

Department 

for 

of 

■ changes in price levels. 

Commerce, Personal Income by States. 

POPULATION TRENDS, 
TEXAS AND OKLAHOMA 

1900     '10       '20      '30       '40      '50      '60 

U.   S.   DEPARTMENT   OF   AGRÍCULTURE NEC.   ERS   1906-63(4)       ECONOMiC   RESEARCH   SERVICE 

Figure 1 
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Livestock Inveiïbories^ Production, Slaughter, and Consumption 

Livestock Inventories 

Livestock inventory data for 1930-60 indicate (1) some increase for both States 
in numbers of cattle and calves on farms, (2) reductions throughout the region in 
hog inventories^ and (3) some decline for Texas in sheep numbers but slight increases 
for Oklahoma (figs« 2 and 3)<, 

Cattle and calf inventories are considerably higher in Texas than in Oklahoma* 
The increase has been steady and consistent in Oklahoma during 193OP.60 while in 
Texas, numbers tended downward during the latter half of the period» Historically, 
Texas and Oklahoma have not been important as hog-producing States, There is 
little indication that this situation will change in the near future (figs» 2 and 3), 
Sheep production in Oklahonaa is low and the prospects are that this pattern will 
continue» Although sheep nunabers have declined sharply in Texas since 1943, Texas 
has been and remains the leading sheep-producing State in the coimtry» 

Sheep and lamb slaughter is concentrated among a relatively few firms and m.ost 
of this product is shipped to buyers in other States, 

Cattle and Calf Production, Slaughter, and Consumption 

Greater marketings for slaughter relative to commercial slaughter indicates 
that surplus marketings are shipped out-of-State for slaughter» This was the case 
for cattle and calves in Oklahoma, and calves (and sometimes cattle) in Texas during 
the 1947-60 period (figs. 4 and 5)» Consumption of beef and calf in both States was 
generally below commercial slaughter with the exception of short periods during 
1950-52 and again in 1958-60» 7/ 

Movements of cattle and calves to slaughter in a production area like the Southern 
Plains are dependent to a large degree on range conditions and on present and 
anticipated cattle prices» During periods of drought as occurred in the Southern 
Plains during 1952-56, numbers of cattle and calves moving to slaughter were 
relatively heavy compared to 1957-59 when range conditions and the outlook for 
cattle and calf prices encouraged livestock producers to increase livestock holdings» 
When livestock inventories are being increased, marketings for slaughter and com- 
mercial slaughter decline, and cattle prices move upwards* But when relatively 
large numbers of cattle move to market, the opposite occurs» In the mid-fifties, 
cattle prices decreased at the farm level, beef prices declined at the wholesale 
level relative to earlier years, and cons\imption of beef increased, encouraging 
packers to expand their slaughter operations» Cattle slaughter in Texas increased 
as   additional   slaughter   animals   were   acquired   from out-of-state  sources (fig» 4)» 

7/ WiUiams, W. F» Marketing Potentials for Feedlot Cattle in Oklahoma and Texas. 
Okla» Agr» Expt» Sta» Processed Series P-426, pp, 31-34. Sept» 1962. Consumption 
was estimated by using the U« S« Department of Agriculture's 1955 Food Consiomption 
Survey data and estimates obtained in this study» Functional relationships from 
Household Consumption survey data on the South were obtained between purchased 
consumption per capita and per capita income. These were adjusted to the I960 per 
capita disposable income levels in Oklahoma and Texas and for seasonality, shrinkage 
between the farm and wholesale levels, and other factors» Survey data from this 
study then were applied to estimated consxmxption by classes of meat» Consumption 
data are internas of prinaary (wholesale) distribution weight. 
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TEXAS LIVESTOCK 
INVENTORIES, JANUARY 1 

10 

8 

6 

4 

2 

Cattle and calves *i=i 
^--/' 

1930 1940 1950 1960 

U. S.  DEPARTMEKT OF  AGRICULTURE NEG.   ERS   1907-63(4)       ECONOMIC   RESEARCH   SERVICE 

Figure 2 

OKLAHOMA LIVESTOCK 
INVENTORIES, JANUARY 1 
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U. S.   DEPARTMENT OF   AGRICULTURE NEG.   ERS   1908-63(4)       ECONOMIC   RESEARCH   SERVICE 

Figure 3 
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TEXAS CATTLE AND CALVES * 
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U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEC.  ERS  1909-63(4)      ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Figure 4 

OKLAHOMA CATTLE AND CALVES 
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U. S.  DEPARTMENT OF   AGRICULTURE NEC.   ERS   1910-63(4)       ECONOMIC   RESEARCH   SERVICE 

Figure 5 
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Pork Production, Slaughter, and Consumption 

Texas and Oklahoma differed with respect to their pork operations during the 
period 1947-60 (figSo 6 and 7)« Texas was consistently in a large deficit position 
relative to pork consumption and commercial slaughter, Conunercial slaughter 
has varied more in Oklahoma than in Texas» At tinaes Oklahoma has produced 
more dressed pork than was consumed within the State, Since 1957, however, Oklahoma 
has received substantial in-shipments of dressed pork« Pork consumption is rising 
in the Southern Plains and in-shipnaents of dressed pork apparently will increase 
even more in the future. 

Changes in Cattle Feeding 

The cattle feeding industry, historically, has been concentrated heavily in the 
Corn Belt States» Feedlots, however, have expanded sharply in California, Colorado 
and other areas since the early 1950*3 (table 2), Cattle feeding also increased at a 
fairly rapid, but steady pace in the Northern Plains States during 1950-60, Large- 
volume comnaercial cattle feeding in the Southern Plains did not increase substantially 
until after the 1955-56 drought, Nxim.bers of cattle on feed alnaost quadrupled in 
California during 1950-62 ajid approximiately doubled in the Southern Plains, the 
Northern Plains, and Colorado* 

Production of fed cattle has been growing at a rapid pace in the Southern Plains 
since 1957=*58, Feed, feeder cattle and other resources in the region are sufficient 
for production of several times as naany fed cattle as were marketed in 1961, %/ 
Abundant and increasing supplies of feed grain, development of feeding systems 
requiring little roughage, and a relatively long calving season providing a year 
around supply of feeder are distinct advantages» 

Table 2,—Cattle and calves on feed, January 1, selected areas, 
Oklahoma and Texas, 1950-62 

Item 1950 :   i960 :   1962 1 Percentage change 
1950-62 

1,000 1,000 1,000 
head head head Percent 

216 317 409 89.4 
161 2ÍJ-8 323 100.6 

1 55 69 86 56.4 
3,376 4,848 5,254 55.6 

657 1,037 1,310 99.4 
2,719 3,811 3,944 45.1 

196 665 776 295.9 
206 404 397 92.7 

Southern Plains •.. 
Texas •  
Oklahoma •. 

North Central Region l/ 
Northern Plains 2/... 
Other North Central.. 

California  •. 
Colorado  

1/ Includes Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas. 

2/ Includes North Dakota, South Dakota, and Nebraska. 

8/ Williams, Willard F.   Marketing Potentials for Fed Beef in Oklahoma and Texas. 
Okla. Agr. £xpt* Sta.   Processed Series P-426.   Sept., 1962. 



TEXAS PURCHASED PORK CONSUMPTION/ 
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Figure 6 

OKLAHOMA PURCHASED PORK CONSUMPTION,* 
HOG SLAUGHTER AND MARKETINGS 
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Fed cattle production in Oklahoma is about equal to total fed beef consumption 
while in Texas production by a nao re rapidly growing fed cattle industry may soon 
overtake consumption (figs, 8 and 9)« Feedlots with 1,000 or more head capacity 
have doubled in Texas from 1956 to 1961 (table 3)« Numbers of feedlots in Oklahoma 
with 1,000 or more head capacity were estinciated to have increased from 6 to 26 
during 1956-61« These increases are especially significant since feedlots with 
1,000 or more head capacity generally have accounted for 75 percent or naore of 
the cattle fed in Texas and Oklahoma, Interviews with feedlot operators and producers 
in Oklahoma reveal that a substantial volume of Oklahoma marketings is shipped to 
Texaso 9/ 

Table 3.—Texas and Oklahoma feedlots:    N-omber with 1,000 or more head  capacity^ 
January 1, 1956-61 

Year Texas l/        ]        Oklahoma 2/ 

: Number Nwaber 

1956o-... i         63 6 
1957 ..:         71 NA 
1958 :         81 NA 
1959..., :         9k NA 
i960 : 102 NA 
1961 : 12^ 26 

1/ "Texas Cattle on Feed," U. S. Dept. Agr., Crop Reporting Service, Austin, Tex., 
October, 1961. 

2/ Data estimated from current study of feedlots. 

NA - Not available. 

In-Out Shipments of Beef 

Although substantial quantities of beef were shipped by both Texas and Oklahoma 
in 1959 to other states, large volumes of tíeef also were shipped into the Southern 
Plains« Out»shipments consisted mostly of low quality beef while fed beef accounted 
for most of the in-shipments. On balance, Texas had a small net surplus of beef 
while net in-shipm.ents were required for Oklahoma (table 4), Both states were net 
exporters of calf but m.ost of the Oklahom.a surplus moved into Texas» 

In-shipment s of dressed fed beef were estimated at 70 million pounds for Texas 
and 30 million po\mds for Oklahoma, These quantities represented about one-fourth 
of ^he estimated fed beef consiimption in Texas and one-third in Oklahoma« These 
data imply that potentials arising from replacem.ent of in-shipm.ents may be greater 
for the immediate future than those which may arise from population and income 
increases within the region« 

9/ Williams, W« Fo and McDowell, Jameso Characteristics and Growth of Cattle 
Feedlot Operations In Oklahoma« Okla, Agr. Expt, Sta, Processed Series P-418, 
June 1962« 
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PRODUCTION AND PURCHASED 
CONSUMPTION OF FED BEEF, TEXAS 
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Figure 8 

PRODUCTION AND PURCHASED 
CONSUMPTION OF FED BEEF, OKLAHOMA 
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Table 4.—Texas and Oklahoma: Beef and calf in-out balance and consmnption, 1959 

Texas * Oklahoma 

Item 
Beef •    Calf • • 

1    Beef •    Calf • • 

Dressed production l/....: 
In-shipments 2/  

1,000 
pounds 

6¿(-6,910 
1  121,060 

1,000 
pounds 

219,796 
11,816 

1,000 
pounds 

l¿+7,568 
57,641 

1,000 
pounds 

2^^,887 
1,3¿^7 

Total pork available... !  7^+7,970 231,612 205,209 26,23'+ 

Ont—Rhi nimp'nts 3/..>•.•••. !  217,785 19,150 ij-2,628 ¿<-,108 

St.;:itp consuTírotion. ••••••• :  550,185 

i   96,725 

212,¿J-62 

7,33^ 

162,581 

-15,013 

22,126 

Out-shipments minus 
2,761 

1/ Computed from slaughter data obtained from packers or slaughterers. 
2/ Includes total in-shipments by all types of meatpackers, lÄiholesale meat distri- 

butors, and retailers.  In-shipments include volumes shipped-in in fresh form or as 
sausage items. 

3/ Includes out-shipments of beef and calf by packers, wholesale meat distributors, 
and retailers in either fresh form or as sausage items. 

The data suggest the nature and intensity of competition faced by Southern Plains 
feedlot producers and meatpackers« Growth and development of feedlot m.arketings 
within the region will depend upon m.any factors including (1) relative costs or ef- 
ficiency and prices, (2) procurement costs of retailers in dealing with a large num.ber 
of sm.all packers as compared with a smaller number of large-volume suppliers 
in the North Central region, (3) differences am.ong suppliers with respect to variations 
in weight, quality, or handling practices, (4) extent of variation in volume of local 
production through the year, and from, year-to-year, (5) the level of confidence 
developed by retailers in the ability of the fed cattle industry in the Southern Plains 
to withstand drought and (6) feed grain programs of the Federal governnaent* 

In-Out Shipments of Pork 

Massive deficits of pork are indicated for the Southern Plains (table 5), In=* 
shipments in 1959 represented 57 percent of total consumption in Texas and 34 percent 
in Oklahoma« Local hog production is higher in Gklahom^a than Texas relative to 
consumption« In addition, a relatively larger numiber of live hogs are shipped into 
Oklahoma for slaughter« Several large-volume pork processors in Texas and many 
of the retail chains in that state depend heavily upon in-shipments of pork« Direct 
or "drop** shipments of meat products ^especially beef and pork) from, packers in 
the North Central region to both large and small retailers have become m.ore im- 
portant in recent years« These shipments frequently are made by rail or by large 
coiïimercial trucks and consigned directly to individual firms« 
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Table 5.—Texas and Oklahoma: Pork in-out balance and cons-uinption, 1959 

Item 

Dressed production 2/, 
In-shipments.  

Total pork available. 

Transferred to processing 3/. 
Out-shipments 3/  

Total transferred or 
shipped out  

State consi:iinption. 

Out-shipments minus in- 
shipments   

Texas 

Fresh 
pork 

Smoked 
and cured 

pork 

1,000 
pounds 

3^^-2,26? 
222,90^ 

1,000 
pounds 

189,562 
159,755 

565,171 3^9,317 

270,573 
26,28^ 12,068 

296,857 12,068 

268,314 

.196,620 

337,2^1^9 

-1^7,687 

Sausage 
items 1/ 

1,000 
pounds 

81,011 
23,583 

104,594 

13,176 

13,176 

91,418 

-10,407 

Fresh 
pork 

1,000 
pounds 

127,418 
63,899 

191,317 

99,306 
27,234 

126,540 

64,777 

.36,665 

Oklahoma 

Smoked 
and cured 
pork 

1,000 
pounds 

68,654 
38,275 

106,929 

24,927 

24,927 

82,002 

-13,348 

Sausage 
items 1/ 

1,000 
pounds 

30,652 
8,972 

39,624 

6,578 

6,578 

33,046 

-2,394 

1/ Sausage items are defined to include only the pork in sausage and variety meats. 
2/ Dressed fresh pork volumes were computed from slaughter data obtained from packers. Smoked and cured production 

.. and sausage items include only those volumes of fresh pork transferred to processing for within plant operations by 
packers and wholesale meat distributors in Texas and Oklahomao 

¿/ Includes operations of packers, wholesale meat distributors, and retailers o 



¿|4,150 
;      13,826 

340 
2,721 

'              57,976 3,061 

40,280 
17,696 

494 
2,^67 

In-Out Shipments of Lamb 

Large numbers of live sheep and lambs are shipped out of Texas annually» 
Nevertheless, Texas meat packers and distributors shipped about 70 percent of their 
total 1959 dressed supply of lamb and rciutton to buyers in other states (table 6). 
Lam.b consumption in Oklahom.a, although small, far exceeds Oklahoma lam.b slaughter« 

Table 6,—Texas and Oklahoma:    Laiïib and mutton in-out balance, 1959 

Item [ Texas \ Oklahoma 
• 
: 1,000 1,000 
: poimds pounds 

Dressed production i/o • • • •  
In-shipments 2/ ...•.••••. • •. • • 

Total pork available  

Out-shipments ¿Z  
State consumption  

Out-shipments minus in-shipments.••.:      ZG^k^O -2,22? 
^  

1/ Computed from slaughter data obtained from packers or slaughters. 
2/ Includes total in-shipments by all types of meat packers, wholesale meat distri- 

butors and retailers. 
jj  Includes total out-shipments by all types of meat packers, wholesale meat distri- 

butors, and retailers in either fresh form or as sausage and processed items. 

Historical Changes in the Meat Industry 

Organizational and structural changes have been very much in evidence in the 
meatpacking, processing and wholesaling industry since the 1940*Sa lO/ Meat sales 
by packers with national system^s of distribution declined relatively while those of 
independent packers increased« The proportion of m.eat distributed directly from 
packers to final outlets has increased from 47 percent in 1939 to 64 percent in 
1954, 11/ Independent wholesale meat distributors who cater to the retail and 
restaurant trade have expanded rapidly in niimbers and sales» Many small independent 
retailers have been replaced by large volume retailers who have precipitated many 
of the structural changes in the livestock and meat sector of the econonay. 

The Meat Packer Level 

Significant changes have taken place at the packer level in nunn.ber of establish« 
ment s, production workers, and sales volume« The number of packing plants in the 
United States   increased  30  percent during 1947-58 (table 7)«   Increases are indicated 

10/   Williams,   W»   F.     Structural  Changes  in the  Meat Wholesaling Industry, Jour. 
Farm jicon. XL, No. 2, May 1958. 

ll/ Wilson, D, Lo, Pence, Betty S., and Phillips, V. B.   Marketing Costs and Margins 
for     Liivestock   and   Meats«       U.    S«    Dept«  Agr. Mktg. Res. Rpt« 418, Nov« I960, p« 22. 
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Table 7.—Meatpacking plants: 
and Texas and 

Number of establishments and production workers per plant 
Oklahoma, for 1958 and percentage changes 19^7-58 and 195^^- 

by census regions, 
•58 

Number of plants Production workers per plant 

Region and State 
1958 

South Central : 
East South Central : 
West South Central 1/..: 

Texas.... o : 
Oklahoma : 

North Central.•  
East North Central. 
West North Central. 

North Atlantic. 

South Atlantic, 

Mountain....o.. 

Pacific  

Number 

5^6 
205 

198 

999 
675 
324 

461 

365 

181 

249 

United States..... ; 2,801 

Percent 

Percentage change 

1947-58 

Percent 

1954-58 
1958 

Percent Number 

1/ The West South Central Region includes Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas and Louisiana. 

Source: Census of Manufactures, Industry Statistics. 

Percentage change 

19^7-58 

Percent 

195^-58 

Percent 

19.5 
7.3 
12.2 
7.1 
1.7 

67.0 
86.4 
57.1 
72.2 
14.0 

36.2 
44.4 
31.7 
29.4 
32.4 

35 
38 
33 
38 
40 

-34.0 
-22.4 
-40.0 
-44.9 
-40.3 

-19.6 
-22.4 
-26.7 
-25.5 
-39.4 

35.7 
24.1 
11,6 

28.1 
24.5 
36.1 

17.1 
15.4 
20.9 

91 
54 

169 

-33.1 
-37.9 
-32.1 

-26.0 
-31.6 
-22.8 

16.4 3.6 5.7 31 -24.4 -18.4 

13.0 58.0 27.6 34 -17.1 -19.0 

6.5 26.6 23.1 29 -14.7 -19.4 

8.9 9.7 2.0 35 -27.1 -20.5 

100.0 30.1 18.3 54 -30.8 -23.9 



for all regions of the United States during this period* Niimbers increased most 
in the South Central and South Atlantic Regions during this periodo The number of 
establishments increased 72 percent in Texas as comparedto 14 percent in Oklahoma, 

The average number of production workers per plant have trended sharply down- 
ward in all areas, but reductions for the Southern Plains during 1947^58 were signifia 
cantly larger than for most other areas (table 7)* Reductions averaged 40 percent 
for Oklahoma and Texas during this period conapared with 31 percent for the United 
Stateso Factors contributing to the smaller number of workers per plant are increased 
use of m.echnization by naany of the smaller more modernized plants, and an increase 
in the number of independent packers relative to large national packers. Value added 
per production worker, an index reflecting, among other things, the amount of proc- 
essing and mechanization, almost doubled in the United States from. 1947 to 1958, 
During this same period, value added per production worker increased 150 percent 
in Oklahoma compared to 54 percent in Texas, This relatively large increase in 
Oklahoma steras principally from the greater increase in fabrication and processing 
performed by many plants in that state« Value of shipment per production worker, 
at the same time, increased more than one »•third during 1954^58 in the United States 
and also Texas and Oklahonaa, 12/ 

Total sales volum.e of packing plants increased 12 percent in Texas, but decreased 
6 percent in Oklahoma from 1954 to 1958 (table 8), Packer sales in the United States 
increased less than 3 percent in 1954-58, Most of this small increase is attributable 
to a decline in the East North Central Region and to relatively small increases in 
the West North Central and Pacific Regions, Most other areas showed substantial 
increases in packer sales. 

Southern Plains plant nunnbers increased sharply and total sales volum.e declined 
during 1954-58, After adjustment by the BLS index of wholesale meat and meat 
product prices, sales per plant in Oklahoma dropped 29 percent conapared to a 14 
percent decline in Texas (table 8), This was about equal to the national average 
reduction. Sales per plant decreased in all regions during this period. Increases in 
total sales volume of packers in Texas, as well as other areas where sales per 
plant decreased, indicates that plants smaller than average in size are increasing 
relatively faster than are the larger slaughtering plants. 

Prepared Meat Plants 13/ 

The number of prepared meat plants increased in the Southern Plains and in 
most other areas during 1947-58 (table 9). The single exception is the East South 
Central Region where prepared meat plant numbers dropped 28 percent. The per- 
centage increase for Oklahoma was large during this period, but even after the change 
in 1958, Oklahoma had only 13 prepared meat plants. Plant numbers in Texas were 
38   in  1947  and 49   in 1958, but dropped slightly during the last 4 years of this period. 

The average number of production workers per prepared meat plant decreased 
in all regions except the North Atlantic, Mountain and Pacific Regions during 1948-58 

12/ Value added per production worker and value of shipnaent per production worker 
were not adjusted for price increases because of the various items included in the 
manufacturing process, 

13/ Firms which are engaged principally in manufacturing sausage item.s and 
cured products* These operators are generally non-slaughters and sell some fresh 
meat, 
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Table 8,—Meatpacking plants: Total and average sales by census regions, and Texas 
and Oklahoma, for 1958, and percentage changes 195^-58 

Region and State 

Sales 

1958 

Actual Distribution 

Percentage 
change, 

1954-58 1/ 

Sales per plant 

1958 
Percentage 

change 
195^-58 1/ 

South Central  
East South Central.. 
West South Central.. 

Texas.•••.••••.•.. 
Oklahoma •. • • o 

North Central.  
East North Central.. 
West North Central.. 

North Atlántico 

South Atlantic. 

Mountain  

Pacific  

United States«. 

1,000 
dollars 

1,265,087 
5^0,916 
72^1,171 
499,^32 
135,135 

7,a69,l¿i'7 
2,825,201 
4,343,9^6 

1,249,262 

704,228 

536,075 

1,038,474 

11,962,273 

Percent 

10.6 
4.5 
60I 
4.2 
1.1 

59.9 
23o6 
36.3 

10.4 

5.9 

4.5 

8.7 

100.0 

Percent 

17.4 
26.0 
llo7 
11.6 
-6.2 

-1.5 
-5c9 
1.7 

2.8 

12.1 

22.7 

.2 

2.5 

1,000 
dollars 

2,317 
2,639 
2,124 
2,925 
3,892 

7,176 
4,185 
13,407 

2,710 

1,929 

2,9é2 

4,171 

4,271 

Percent 

-13.8 
-12.7 
-15.1 
-13.8 
-29.1 

-15.9 
-18.5 
-15.9 

-2.8 

-12.2 

-.3 

-1.7 

.13.4 

1/ Sales adjusted by the BLS index of wholesale prices of meat and meat products, 
1947-49 = 100. 

Source: Census of Manufactures, Industry Statistics. 

(table 9)a Workers per plant, in Oklahoma, dropped from 20 in 1947 to 11 in 1958 
and in Texas from. 24 to 17 during this period. Since 1954 production workers per 
plant decreased slightly in Texas but reraained unchanged in Oklahoma« 

Although most regions showed a decrease in nxinabers of production workers 
per prepared meat plant during the period 1947^58 and sorae regions showed a further 
decrease during 1954-58, substantial increases in total sales volume are indicated 
for all major regions of the United States during 1954-58 (table 10), Plants in 
Oklahoma increased total sales voliime by m.ore than 50 percent but sales of processors 
in Texas dropped nearly 15 percent» This would suggest that prepared meat plants 
are increasing in importance in Oklahoma, but decreasing in Texas» The reductions 
in Texas naay reflect increasing volumes of prepared meat in-shipments from Corn 
Belt plants» 

Average adjusted sales per prepared meat plant increased about 9 percent for 
the United States during 1954-58 (table 10)« The most significant increase in sales 
per plant took place in the  Mountain Region where total sales more than doubled and 
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Table 9.—Meat processing (prepared meat) plants: Niunber of establishments and production workers per plant, 
by census regions, Texas and Oklahoma, for 1958, and percentage changes 19^7-58 and 195^-58 

Plants [          Production-.workers per plant 

Region and State    : 1958 Percentage change 
'i       1958 

1  Percentage change 

1947-58 : 1954-58 :  1947-58 : 1954-58 

South Central [ 
East South Central.,..; 
West South Central.•.•] 

Texas * 

Number 

133 
,  49 

84 
:    49 
;       13 

;    478 
382 

;       96 

;      511 

:     162 

;       36 

i   174 

;   1494 

Percent 

8.9 
3.3 
5.6 
,3.3 

.9 

32.0 
25.6 
6.4 

34.2 

10.8 

2.4 

11.7 

100.0 

Percent 

-5.0 
-27.9 
16.7 
28.9 
85.7 

32.8 
34.5 
26.3 

. 8.5 

19.1 

89.5 

26.1 

18.2 

Percent 

1.5 
6.5 

-1.2 
-4.0 
8.3 

16.3 
18.3 
9.1 

12.1 

14.9 

20.0 

18.4 

13.5 

Number 

15 
12 
17 
17 
11 

29 
30 
28 

24 

22 

18 

23 

24 

Percent 

-11.1 
-25.0 
-22.7 
-29.2 
-45 „0 

-32.6 
-31.8 
-26„3 

9.1 

-8.4 

28.6 

27.8 

-11.2 

Percent 

0.0 
o:o' 
6.3 

-5.6 
Oklahoma ..•••• 0.0 

Kfoyth Central* ..i -17.1 
East North Central.o.. 
West North Central.... 

North Atlantic-  

-19.9 
3.7 

0.0 

South Atlantic.  0.0 

Motmtain.  63.6 

Pacific..••.•.•••..••••• 9.5 

United States••..••.•••• -7.7 

Source: Census of Manufactures, Industry Statistics. 



Table 10.—Meat processing (prepared meat) plants: Total anci average sales by census regions, Texas 
and Oklahoma, for 1958, and percentage changes 19^7-58 and 195^1-58 

Sales 

Region and State 
Jâ?8. 

Actual 
IL 

South Central  
East South Céntralo 
West South Central. 

Texas •  
Oklahoma  

North Central... o o, 
VD    East North Central..., 

I    West North Central..., 

North Atlantic, 

South Atlantic. 

Mountain  

Pacific  

1,000 
dioXlars 

119,075 
39,608 
79;¿^76 
45,316 
11,7^3 

746,*¿í'72 
630,762 
115,710 

721,657 

165,751 

40,107 

273,195 

United States :  2,066,257 

Distribution 

Percent 

5.8 
1.9 
3.9 
2.2 

36.1 
30o5 

8.0 

34.9 

2.0 

13*2 

100.0 

Percentage 
change 

1954-58 1/ 

Sales per plant 

Percent 

15.1 
20.2 
12.7 

-14.6 
54.8 

19.8 
23.3 
3.9 

23.1 

19.6 

105.3 

38.9 

23.9 

1958 

1,000 
dollars 

895 
808 
9^6 
925 
903 

1,562 
1,651 
1,205 

1,¿Í-12 

1,023 

1,11¿J- 

1,858 

1,383 

Percentage change 
195^-58 1/ 

Percent 

13.'^ 
12.9 
\k.O 

-11.1 
42.9 

3.0 
4.3 
-4.8 

9.9 

4.1 

71.1 

38o9 

9.1 

1/ The 1954 sales were adjusted by the BLS index of wholesale prices of meat and meat products, 1947-I949 = 100. 

Source: Census of Manufactures, Industry Statistics. 



adjusted sales per plant increased 71 percent during this é-year span. Average 
plant volume increased 43 percent in Oklahonaa from. 1954 to 1958, but decreased 
more than 11 percent in Texas* Value added per production worker also increased 
262 percent in Oklahoma during 1947-58 as compared to about a 100 percent increase 
in Texas, 

Packing House Branches 14/ 

Num.bers of packing house branches in the United States declined 29 percent 
during 1948-58 (table ll)a Number of packer branches declined in all regions of 
the United States from 1948-58 with the largest reductions reported for the Pacific 
Region« Packer branches decreased from 35 to 26 in Texas and from. 5 to 4 in 
Oklahom^a during this periods» Most of the decline took place between 1954 and 1958* 
This decline may be partially explained by the increasing volumes of meat sold 
directly by distant packers to large-volume retailers and wholesalers through local 
sales representatives,. These increases in direct sales occurred concurrently 
with the construction of modern highways and adaptation of refrigerated trucks by 
the meat industry. In 1929, packers distributed 47 percent of their production 
through branch houses as conapared to 19 percent in 1954, 15/ 

The average number of employees per packing house branch plant increased 
in all areas except the East North Central Region during the 1948-58 period (table 8), 
The number of production workers per plant in the West South Central Region, which 
includes Texas and Oklahoma, increased substantially from 1948 to 1958* Increases 
in production workers per plant in general, result from the increased processing 
functions performed by many branch houses. 

Adjusted total sales volunae of packing branch houses decreased in all regions 
from 1948 to 1958 with the exception of the West South Central Region (table 12), 
Sales of branch houses increased considerably in the South Central and South Atlantic 
Regions from 1948 to 1954 and in some other areas, but after 1954 sales .decreased 
substantially in all areas. Census data were not available for Oklahoma, but total 
sales of branch houses in Texas decreased 17 percent from 1954 to 1958, 

Average sales per branch house in the United States increased from. 1948 to 
1954, but decreased in the 1954-58 period, ' Relatively large increases in sales 
per plant are shown in table 12 for the West South Central Region, including Texas, 
and the South Atlantic Region for the periods 1948-58 and 1954-58, Most of the 
other regions show a decrease in average sales from 1954 to 1958, Both branch 
house numbers and sales have been decreasing in the United States along with a 
decline in average sales. Average sales per plant in the West South Central and 
the South Atlantic Regions increased even though numbers of plants and total sales 
have decreased. In som.e areas, packer branch houses are becoming specialized 
hotel and restaurant suppliers. 

14/  Nonslaughtering establishments which procès s and distribute fresh and procès sed 
m-ëât and are affiliated with National Packers, 

15/ Wilson,   Do   L.0,   Pence,   Betty   So,   and   Phillips,   Vo Bo, p« 22 (see footnote 11, 
p,T5). 
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Table 11 •—Packer branch houses: Number of establishments and production workers per plant, by census regions, 
Texas and Oklahoma, for 1958, and percentage changes 19^^8-58 and 195^1-58 

Establishments [            Production workers per firm 

Region and State 
1958 

[    Percentage change    ] [                       *    Percentage change 
*        -| nro    •.  

;  1948-58  :  195^^-58  ; •          • 194-8-58  ;  195^-58 •          • 

[ Number 

South Central : 89 
East South Central : 36 
West South Central : 53 

Texas.. : 26 
Oklahoma : 4 

North Central : 106 
East North Central : 89 
West North Central : 1? 

• 
North Atlantic : 190 
South Atlantic : 9^ 
Mountain c : 12 
Pacific : 29 
United States o o : 520 

Percent Percent Percent Number Percent Percent 

17.1 -19.1 -20.3 51 30.8 8.5 
6.9 -23.6 -26.5 kl      ■ 17.1 0.0 

10.2 -15.9 -15.9 58 38.1 11.5 
5.0 -25.7 -21.2 66 46.7 26.9 
.8 -20.0 0.0 NA NA NA 

20.^ -26.4 -21.3 27 -6.9 -15.6 
17.1 -18.3 -26.8 27 -6.9 -15.6 
3.3 -51.6 -3^.6 30 12.9 2.9 

36.5 -32.9 -22.4 31 14.8 -6.1 
18.1 -3,0.9 -26.0 ZJ4 37.5 4.8 
2.3 -ll^.3 33.3 NA NA NA 
5.6 -38.3 -23.7 NA NA NA 

100.0 -29.2 -21.7 38 22.6 OoO 

Source: Census of Business, Wholesale Trade. 



Table 12é—Packing branch houses: Total and average sales by census regions, Texas and Oklahoma, for 1958, 
and percentage changes 19^8-58 and 195^-58 

ro 

|— 

Sales \                    Sales per plant 

Region and State 1958        *    Percentage change 
; 1958 

\          Percentage change 

Actual • Distribution ; 19^^-8-58 l/ \    195^-58 l/ 
• •          • 

: 19^^8-58 1/ : 195^-58 1/ 
•         • 

: 1,000 
: dollars 

South Central : 388,137 
East South Central : 13^,Slo- 
west South Central : 253,816 

Texas : 127,970 
Oklahoma : NA 

North Central : ¿i'19,782 
East North Central : 333,008 
West North Central.•... : 86,77^ 

North Atlantic : 858,017 
South Atlantic : ¿i'25,981 
Mountain : NA 
Pacific. : NA 
United States : 2,302,905 

1,000 
Percent Percent Percent dollars Percent Percent 

16.8 1.8 -21.6 4,361 25.8 -1.3 
5.8 -7.1 -30.4 2,534 -17.6 -35.6 
11.0 7.2 -16.0 7,050 87.5 47.0 
5.è -.6 -17.2 4,922 33.9 5.0 
NA NA NA NA NA NA 

18.2 -22.3 -28.9 3,960 5.5 -10.8 
Ik.k -20.9 -29.3 3,742 -3.1 -15.0 
3.8 -27.^ -27.2 5,104 49.4 11.3 

37.3 -23.9 -33.7 4,516 13.4 -14.5 
18.5 -3.7 -20.4 4,532 ■39.3 7.5 
M NA NA NA NA NA 
M NA NA NA NA NA 
90.8 -15.0 -27.5 4,429 2O0I -7.5 

1/ Sales are adjusted by the BLS index of wholesale prices of meat and meat products, 19^4-7-^9 = 100. 

Source: Census of Business, "Wholesale Trade. 



Meat Merchant Wholesalers 16/ 

Meat merchant wholesalers increased relatively more, both in numbers and 
sales volxime, than any other type of meat handler since 1948» Numbers of meat 
wholesalers increased 39 percent in the United States from. 1948 to 1958 (table 13)» 
Meat wholesalers increased even more rapidly in Texas sind Oklahoma during 1948-58 
when numbers naore than doubled» Most of the increases in wholesaler numbers, 
however, took place prior to 1954« 

Sales by meat wholesalers approximately doubled in the United States from 
1948 to 1958 (table 14)* Sales increased more in the South Central Region, especially 
the West South Central Region, than in any other region during this period» Data on 
wholesalers were not available for Oklahoma in 1958, but sales by Texas wholesalers 
almost tripled from 1948 to 1958» Average sales per plant also rose substantially 
in all regions» Average sales or size of firm increased most in the North Central 
and Pacific Regions during 1954^58 but a substantial rise, 55 percent, was recorded 
for the West South Central Region» Average sales per plant in Texas increased 
almost 80 percent. Although total and average sales of wholesalers increased in 
all regions after 1954, with the exception of the South Central Region, the largest 
increases in sales took place before 1954« 

Retail Food Stores 

Perhaps the most dramatic changes occurring in food processing and marketing 
have been at retail» Meatpackers and wholesalers must contend with markets and 
chain organizations as the dominant forces in food retailing» Supernaarkets, or 
grocery stores with sales of $375,000 or m.ore annually, are expanding at a rapid 
pace, and it has been estimated that at least 75 percent of all grocery store sales 
will be made through 35,000 supermiarkets by 1965» In I960, supermarkets accounted 
for 68 percent of the total grocery store business» 17/ Grocery retailing, neverthe- 
less, renmains an industry of large numbers» 18/ 

Numbers of grocery stores of all size groups decreased in the United States 
from 1948 to 1958 (table 15)» When classified as in table 15, the most significant 
decrease was recorded for firms with 1 to 3 stores» Store numbers of these firms 
dropped 32 percent but their proportion of sales increased from 62 percent in 1948 
to 68 percent in 1958» 

Total numbers of retail grocery stores also decreased in Texas and Oklahoma 
during 1948-58 (table 15)» Texas firms with 1 to 3 sales units dropped substantially 
resulting in a smaller relative increase in total sales for these firms than indicated 
for the United States or for other size groups of stores in Texas» Retail grocery 
firms in Texas with 4 to 10 and more stores exhibited considerable growth in both 
numbers and proportion of sales which is contrary to the pattern for the larger 
firms   in the  United States»     In Oklahonaa,   store numbers of firms with 1 to 3 stores 

16/ Firm.s which are primarily buyers of carcasses and sellers of primal cuts» 
These firras are known as "breakers" or''jobbers" and specialize in selling wholesale 
cuts» 

17/ DeLoach, B» D» Changes in Food Retailing» Wash» Agr» Expt» Sta» Bui» 619» 
October I960» 

18/ Müller, W» F» and Garoin^ L«. Changes in the Market Structure of Grocery 
Retailing 1940« 1958.   Res» Rpt» 5, Agr» Expt» Sta», Univ. Wis«, April I960» 
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Table 13.—Meat merchant wholesalers: Kmnber of establishments and production workers 
per plant, by census regions, Texas and Oklahoma, for 1958, and percentage changes 
19^8-58 and 195^-58 

Region and State 

Establishments 

1958 
Percentage change 

19^8-58 195^-58 

Production 
workers 
per firm 
195^^ 1/ 

South Central  
East South Central, 
West South Central. 

Texas... .o 
Oklahoma.  

North Central... o o o o • 
East North Central. 
West North Central. 

North Atlantic 
South Atlantic 
Mountain  
Pacific...o.. 
United States. 

NuiEber 

522 
130 
392 
243 
55 

1,159 
873 
286 

1,688 
394 
141 
555 

4,459 

Percent 

12.7 
2.9 
8.8 
5.4 
1.2 

26.0 
19.6 
6.4 

37.9 
8.8 
3.2 

12.4 
100.0 

Percent 

73.4 
49.4 
83.2 
117.0 
103.7 

21.0 
16.7 
36.2 

9.3 
72.8 
50.0 
45.3 
39.3 

Percent 

-1.1 
-1.5 
-loO 
0.0 
5.8 

.6 
^1.2 
8.3 

1.3 
7.9 

12.8 
6.5 
2.3 

Nujriber 

9 
10 

1/ Not available for 1958. 

Source: Census of Business, Wholesale Trade. 

decreased   by inore than 40  percent,  hut no major changes were evident in numbers 
by firms with 4 or m.ore stores. 

Store numbers relative to sales volum.e is an indication of concentration in 
food retailing. In 1948, retail grocery stores with annual sales of $300,000 or m.ore 
com.prised about 15 percent of the total grocery stores in the United States and 
accounted for 63 percent of the grocery sales (table l6)o By 1958 grocery stores 
with sales of $300,000 or more m.ade up 28 percent of the grocery store population 
and contributed 85 percent of the grocery sales. Perhaps even m.ore striking is the 
fact that, in 1958, 4 percent of the grocery stores had annual sales of $1,000,000 or 
more per store, and these stores accounted for 46 percent of total grocery store 
sales. 

The trend in Texas and Oklahoma as elsewhere is toward fewer numbers of 
stores, but relatively greater numbers of large-volume stores. Grocery stores 
with annual sales of $300,000 or more in Texas in 1958 accounted for 66 percent 
of the grocery sales as compared to 31 percent in 1948 (table 17), 19/ Stores in 
Texas with sales of $1,000,000 or more made up 39 percent of the 1958 grocery 
sales. 

19/ Som.e   of  the   increase  in im.portance of large   stores between 1948 and 1958 is 
attributed to an increase in the general price level. 
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Table 1^.. 

vn 

-Meat merchant wholesalers: Total and average sales per plant, by census regions, Texas and Oklahoma, 
for 1958, and percentage changes 1948-58 and 1954-58 

Sales Sales per plant 

Region and State 1958 Percentage change 

1,000 
: dollars 
• 

South Central o : 273,350 
East South Central ; 52,878 
West South Central.,...: 220,472 

Texas : 147,823 
Oklahoma „.. : NA 

North Central ,:  1,017,148 
East North Central :  844,275 
West North Central :  172,873 

North Atlantic : 1,779,164 
South Atlantic : 252,117 
Mountain : 73,554 
Pacific o : 483,659 
United Statesoo ot 3,878,992 

Actual  ; Distribution " 1948-58 1/ ' 1954-58 1/ 
1958 

Percentage change 

1948-58 1/ : 195^-58 1/ 

1,000 
Percent Percent Percent dollars Percent 

7.0 157.3 -2.2 524 48.4 
1.3 84.7 -25.1 407 23.7 
5.7 184.1 7.0 562 54.8 
3.8 286.1 7.6 608 77.8 
NA NA NA NA NA 

26.2 128.1 25.1 878 88.1+ 
21.8 124.5 25.7 967 92.2 
4.4 147.2 21.8 604 81.4 

45.9 71.1 11.1 1,054 56.4 
6.5 106.0 12.4 640 19.2 
1.9 87.5 30.0 522 25.2 

12.5 141.4 19.5 871 66.2 
100.0 98.5 14.9 870 42.4 

1/ Sales adjusted by BLS index of wholesale prices of meat and meat products, 1947-49 = 100. 

Sowcce:    Census of Business, Wholesale Trade. 

Percent 

0.0 
-23.9 

8.1 
7.6 
NA 

24.4 
27.2 
14.0 

9.7 
4.2 
15.5 
12.1 
12..3 



Table I5.--Number of grocery stores and sales by size of firm. United States, 
Texas and Oklahoma, 19^8 and 1958 

Item United States Texas Oklahoma 

Niomber, by size of firm and year: : 
19^8: : 

I to 3 stores.................: 
4 to 10 stores........ : 
II or more stores. : 

• 

Total... o o.... o. : 

1958: : 
I to 3 stores^ ..0..0: 
k to 10 stores••••...•...•••..: 
II or more stores......o..«..»: 

• 

Total  0 • .•«....••: 

Stores 

352,892 
2,497 
22,550 

377,939 

239,861 
2,312 
17,623 

259f796 

1,000 
dollars 

Stores Stores 

Sales, by size of fiiT:n and year: : 
1948 : : 

I to 3 stores...... : 15,451,248 
4 to 10 stores : 786,672 
II or more stores..... : 8,532,203 

Total : 24,770,123 

1958: : 
I to 3 stores. 0: 45,780,052 
4 to 10 stores. 0....... 0: 1,842,565 
II or more stores....»..•••.o•: 19,213,184 

Total  o o : 66,835,801 

21,078 6,070 
198 62 
737 163 

22,013 6,295 

li)',721 
257 

1,100 

3,558 
62 

173 

16,078 3,793 

1,000 
dollars 

1,000 
dollars 

962,135 
53,733 

32¿+,36l 

NA 
NA 
M 

1,340,229 NA 

1,457,392 
153,060 
885,368 

374,048 
NA 
NA 

2,495,820 564,428 

Source: Census of Business, Retail Tradec 

In Oklahoma, stores with sales of $100,000 or more annually accounted for 84 
percent of the sales in 1958 as conapared to 61 percent in 1948 (table 17)o Those 
with annual sales of $300,000 or more were responsible for 53 percent of the Oklahoma 
sales in 1958« The higher percentage of sales naade by large volume retailers in 
Texas is due primarily to the larger nunaber of populous cities and consequently 
miore large volume stores in Texas relative to Oklahom.a, 

In Texas and Oklahonaa, as well as nationally, naany independent retailers have 
beconae affiliated with voluntary or cooperative buying organizations» By providing 
independent retailers with an opportunity to purchase their products on a basis 
cam.parable with large volume chains and offering various other services these 
groups have grown rapidly — more rapidly than have the corporate chains — since 
the mid«1940*s. In I960, these groups accounted for 54 percent of all independent 
grocery   store   numbers   and   for   79   percent   of all sales by independents.   Sales by 
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Table 16.--Retail grocery stores: Number of stores and sales volume, by sales classification. 
United States, 19^1-8, I954, and I958 

19i^8 I95Í+ 1958 
PiR 1 e S    P.Î7.f^ 

',      Stores 1Sales volume 1       Stores 1Sales volume   ] Stores ]  Sales volume 

1,000 1,000 1,000 
Number dollars Huiriber dollars Number dollars 

1,000,000 and over.  :      1,911 2,756,819 6,2ij-2 10,722,693 10,332 18,756,662 
500,000-999,999  :      5,360 3,679,836 7,507 5,293,876 9,092 6,1+1+5,011+ 
300,ooo-if99,999  6,197 2,391,162 7,711 2,977,97^+ 8,369 3,227,013 
100,000-299,999 i 36,222 5,77^,099 1+0,398 6,523,086 39,i+22 6,1+63,180 
50,000- 99,999  60,916 1^,253,^76 55,093 3,857,765 45,5^+6 3,199,327 
30,000- h9,999 : 58,^2 2,258,727 50,016 1,93^+, 687 1+5,629 1,769,629 
20,000- 29,999 : 4l,10li- 1,008,732 36,699 883,331 29,1+73 715,210 
10,000-  19,999 : 50,183 736,098 38,1+42 55i+,602 32,602 1+71,231+ 
5,000-    9,999 : 29,261 2lh,0'JJ 18,215 128,1+83 16,305 lll+,l+3l+ 

Less tlaan 5,000 : 36,905 93,677 6,1+15 22,239 6,026 20,837 
Total : 326,201 23,166,703 266,738 32,898,736 21+2,796 1+1,182,51+0 

Source; Census of Business, Retail Trade, 



Table 17.—Retail grocery stores: Number of stores and sales volume, by sales 
classification, Oklahoma and Texas, 19^8 and I958 

Year and sales size 
Oklahoma 

Stores Sales volume 

Texas 

Stores Sales volume 

: Number 

19^8: : 
$300,000 and over : I87 
100,000-299,999 • • • • : 5^6 
50,000- 99,999^ •: 851 
30,000- U9,999 : 831 
20,000- 29,999 : 692 
10,000- 19,999 : 893 
5,000- 9,999 : 631 

Less than 5,000  : 685 
Total, : 6,295 

1958: : 
$1,000,000 and over  : 112 

500,000-999,999 : 1^9 
300,000-499,999 : 150 
l00,000-299i999 : 652 
50,000- 99,999 : 588 
30,000- 49,999 : 652 

Less than  30,000 : 1,232 
Total : 3,535 

l.QQQ dollars Number 

677 

1,,0Q0 ¿tellars. 

(B) i^l0,i^8l 
(D) 2,3^^6 397,707 

59,873 3,2i+5 229,ii-27 
32,170 3,020 117,685 
16,8^6 2,120 51,991 
13,033 2,804 Ui,o87 
k,620 1,718 l2,i+56 
1,915 2,705 6,383 

332,579 22,013 1,3^+0,229 

(D) 576 916,3^8 
(D) 566 399,286 

57,067 585 226,508 
109,231 2,727 ij-UU,033 
^1,323 2,681^ 192,267 
25,135 2,462 95,758 
19,915 5,368 79,792 

533,572 lU,968 2,353,992 

(D) Withheld to avoid disclosure. 

Sowce:     Census of Business, Retail Tra^e. 

unaffiliated independents represented 13 percent of the total grocery store sales in 
i960 (table 18)« In addition, the affiliated groups of retailers have moved rapidly to 
centralized purchasing of meat and other perishables« Most voluntary and cooperative 
groups in the Southern Plains have introduced centralized naeat buying programs or 
are considering doing so« 

Implications 

These trends toward voluntary and cooperative groups, together with reductions 
in total store numbers and continued growth in sales of corporate chains and supers 
m.arkets, are especially significant for the Southern Plains livestock and meat industry« 
When retail units or firms becom.e large, or join together into horizontally and 
vertically integrated groups they generally tend to (1) upgrade and standardize 
quality of products handled, (2) reach out much further for supplies of nneat and other 
perishables, and (3) seek out the more specialized, dependable, and lar g er «=> volume 
suppliers« 

In contrast, naost of the meatpackers and processors in the Southern Plains are 
small-voliime,  locally-oriented  firms«    More specialization and increases in the size 
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TalDle l8.--Distri"bution of grocery store sales in the United States among chains, 
unaffiliated independents, and affiliated independents, 19^7-60 

Retailer type ;   19^7   ! 1953    ; 1956     ; 1958    : • i960 

nhpnn<i l/.-----.--' 

:  Percent 

i    37 

3^ 

29 
100 

Percent 

36 

25 

39 
100 

Percent 

37 

19 

kh 
100 

Percent 

39 

16 

100 

Percent 

39 

13 

kQ 
100 

Unaffiliated 
independents .... 

Affiliated 
independents .... 
Total • 

1/ Chains include firms -with four or more stores. 

Source: Progressive Grocer, 28th Annual Survey, Bacts in Grocery Distrihution. 

of slaughtering establishments may be needed to supply large-volume retailers 
with the required volume and quality of meat products^ and to handle the output of the 
growing cattle feeding industry and the needs of the growing population« 

SOUTHERN PLAINS MEATPACKER OPERATIONS 

Most of the 983 slaughtering establishments in the Southern Plains in 1959 were 
small«volume, butcher-type plants (table 19)» 20/ About 18 percent were "mediiim 
volume** plants while plants classified as ''large" accounted for 14 percent of the 
total number» 21/ Thirty of these slaughtering establishments in Texas and 2 in 
Oklahoma qualified as federally-inspected slaughtering plants (FIS) in I960 and, 
therefore, were authorized to engage in interstate commerce. The remaining plants 
are prohibited by law from selling their products in other States, In most cases, 
substantial investment in additional equipment, renaodeling, etc, would be needed 
if these plants were to qualify for Federal inspection« 

About five times as many slaughtering plants were located in Texas as in 
Oklahoma (table 19)« This is due principally to the large number of butcher-type 
firms in Texas. Numbers of large and medium type plants were only twice as large 
in Texas as in Oklahoma, Large and medium type slaughtering plants, therefore, 
accounted for a greater proportion of the total numbers of plants in Oklahoma than 
they did in Texas« 

20/ Nijxnbers of slaughtering plants cited in table 4 were derived from the Census 
of Manufactures estimates and include only plants slaughtering 300,000 pounds or 
more liveweight annually« Table 16 includes all slaughtering plants in Texas and 
Oklahoma« 

21/ Slaughtering plants are classified as follows: 
Large--establishemnts with an output of 2,000,000 pounds or more liveweight 

annually« 
Medium«-establishments with an output of 300,000 to 1,999,999 pounds liveweight 

annually« 
Snaall- = establishm.ents with an output of less than 300,000 pounds liveweight 

annually« 
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Table 19,—Texas and Oklahoma packers: Number of slaughtering 
establishments, by size, 1959 l/ 

Size of 
establishment 

Texas '     Oklahoma     ' • • • • 
Total 

large 
Medium 

Number 

101 
119 
600 
820 

Nmnber 

Uo 
55 
68 

163 

Number 

' li^-l 
17^ 
668 Small 

Total 983 

1/ Based on number of livestock slaughter plants, March 1, I96O, as reported by 
the Crop Reporting Board, U. S. Dept. of Agr,, AMS, MtAn l-2-2(6o). 

Although large establishments comprised only 14 percent of the slaughtering 
plants in the Southern Plains, more than 87 percent of the total meat handled by 
packers was accounted for by these firms in 1959 (tables 19 and 20)» The total 
volume of ncieat handled by the small slaughtering establishnaents was slightly larger 
in 1959 than that sold by naedium-sized plants» Relative contributions of the large 
and medium, packers to total slaughter were about the sam.e in Texas as in Oklahonaa» 
However, the snaall plants in Texas handled a larger share of the total slaughter 
volume than did the sam.e type plants in Oklahoma« 

Table 20.—Texas and Oklahoma packers:    Total volume of fresh meat and cured 
products handled, by size of establishment,  1959 

Size of 
establishment Texas Oklahoma Total 

Large 
Medium 
Small 

Total 

1,000 
poxmds 

1,300,301 
80,313 

109,863 
1,490,477 

1,000 
pounds 

325,611 
28,486 
6,491 

360,588 

1,000 
pounds 

1,625,912 
108,799 
116,35^ 

1,851,065 

Most m.eatpackers in the Southern Plains are not highly specialized» Approx» 
imately two'-thirds of the plants in Texas and Oklahoma slaughtered three or more 
classes of livestock in 1959 (table 21), Specialization by classes of anincials slaugh- 
tered appears to be more prevalent among the smaller firms than among the large 
firnctSo Only a few firms slaughtered more than three classes of livestock in Okla- 
homa^ since lanab and mutton slaughter are relatively unimportant in that State 
compared to Texas, The four classes of livestock are cattle, calves, hogs, and 
sheep and lanabs. 

Sheep and lancib slaughter was m.ore concentrated anaong the larger packers in 
both   Texas   and   Oklahoma   (table   22)«      In   each State, over 90 percent of sheep and 
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Table 21.—Texas and Oklahoma packers: Proportion of establishments 
slaughtering one^ two^ three^ or four classes of 

livestockj by size of plant, I959 l/ 

State and size- 
of plant 

Number of classes of livestock slaxightered 

class One         ; Two '        Three       _' Pour 
Total 

Texas packers: 
Tarere  

Percent 

8.9 
18.2 
15.0 

Percent 

16.1 
9.1 

25.0 

Percent 

37-5 

20.0 

Percent 

37.5 
27.3 
i+O.O 

Percent 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Medium, 
Small.. • • 

All. • ¿ 12.7 17.Ô 33.1 36.4 100.0 

Oklahoma 
Large,, 

packers : 
10.0 
0.0 

21.1^ 

27.5 
17.0 
k6.k 

55.0 
67.9 
28.6 

7.5 
15.1 
3.6 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Medium, 
Small,, • I 

All.. 8.3 27.3 5>.5 9.9 100.0 

1/ The classes of livestock include cattle, calves, hogs, and sheep and lambs. 

Table 22.—Texas and Oklahoma packers: Cumulative proportion of 
livestock slaughtered by 20 largest packers, 

by class of livestock, 1959 l/ 

State and size- 
da s s of plants 

Texas packers: 
h  largest... 

10 largest.,, 
15 largest.., 
20 largest.., 

Oklahoma packers 
k  largest.... 

10 largest,«.. 
15 largest,.,. 
20 largest»... 

Sheep Total 
and dressed 

lambs       : weight 

Percent 

23.3 
kk.k 
51.5 
59.^ 

1^2.4 
56.8 
66.3 
7Í+.5 

Percent 

22.1 

^3.7 
57.8 
6k.9 

53.0 
65.6 
71.9 
76.1 

Percent 

^3.0 
67.7 
72.7 
1^.9 

56.2 
68.5 
76.5 
81.8 

Percent 

92.9 
95.5 
95.6 
95.6 

96.0 
97.7 
98.2 
99.^ 

Percent 

28.4 
45.5 
53.9 
60.0 

49.0 
62.3 
70.9 
77.5 

1/ Slaughter concentration Is ranked hy species. Therefore, indlvidiml firms are 
not necessarily in the same size-class for each species. 
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lamb slaughter occurred in the 4 largest plants, while for other classes of livestock 
the proportions were much lower* This pattern of concentration corresponds with 
that for other areas of the country, 22/ Although the data intable 22 suggest a higher 
degree of concentration in Oklahoma than in Texas, this is naainly due to the larger 
number of plants in Texas, 

Volume and Quality of Meat and Meat Products Handled by Packers 

The meat and m.eat products handled by packers cam.e from, two sources (1) own 
slaughter and (2) purchases of dressed meat and cured products from, other packers 
and wholesale distributors« 

Volume and Quality of Livestock Slaughtered 

Southern Plains packers produced io5 billion poimds of fresh meat in 1959 from 
livestock slaughtered within Texas and Oklahoma (tables 23 and 24)o In Oklahoma, 
dressed m.eat derived from, hog slaughter accounted for m.ore of the total slaughter 
than any other animal type, when animals are classified as intable 21* In Texas, 
steer and heifer slaughter contributed more to total slaughter than did the slaughter 
from other major classes of beef or other species« Dressed meat from cow and bull 
slaughter and calf and veal slaughter was also of considerable importance in Texas 
and Oklahoma, Sheep and lamb slaughter accounted for less than one percent of the 
total dressed production in Oklahoma in contrast to Texas where four percent of the 
total production was from sheep and lamb slaughter. 

Estimates of the quality of beef heifers and steers slaughtered by Texas and 
Oklahoma packers were almost identical (table 25), About 20 percent were estinaated 
by packers to be of U, S« Choice quality. The combined totals of U, S, Choice and 
Uo So Good grade were estimated by packers in both Texas and Oklahonaa to be about 
77 percent, 23/ In nxost instances, beef heifers and steers were acquired as finished 
anim.als from feedlots or as grass fat animals from farms and ranches. Cows and 
bulls were classified primarily as Uo S, Commercial or lower in quality. Meat from 
these animals was utilized principally for processing into sausage and variety naeats 
or for shipm.ent as boned beef to other areas of the United States and occasionally to 
other countries. Slaughter livestock classified as calf and veal by packers includes 
calves weighing up to 550 pounds live weight. Consequently, the quality of calf and 
veal slaughter, by Southern Plains packers was relatively high. In Texas, 56 percent 
of the calf and veal slaughter was estimated to be of U, S, Good quality as com.pared 
to 61 percent in Oklahoma, 

Estim.ated grades of the sheep and lamb slaughter were not available for Oklahonia, 
In Texas the estimated grades for the total sheep and lamb slaughter was as follows: 
U, S,  Prime and Choice- 37 percent, U, S. Good - 27 percent,  U. S, Utility - 20 percent. 

22/ Effect of Federal Lamb and Mutton Grades on Producer and Consumer Prices, 
pp~8-9, March 7, 1962 (a special report prepared by the U, S, Department of Agri- 
culture   at   the   request  of the   House  of Representatives Concinaittee on Agriculture), 

Williams, Willard F,, Bowen, Earl Ko, and Genovese, Frank C, Economic Effects 
of U, So Grades for Beef, U, S, Dept, Agr. Mkt, Res, Rpt, 298, January 1959, 
p, 23, 

23/ Estimates by packers in Texas and Oklahoma of the amount and quality of 
meat graded, appears to be slightly higher than U« S, Department of Agriculture 
estimates. 



TalDle 23.—Texas and Oklahoma packers: N-umber of livestock 
slaughtered, by type of livestock, 1959 

Type of livestock Texas packers  |Oklahoma packers Total 

: Head 

Beef heifers and steers : 797;637 
Cows and hulls : 501,953 
Calf and veal : 757^^65 
Sheep and lamb : 1,023,337 
Hogs : 2,2iil,52^ 

Head Head 

197,21^6 99^^,883 
113,213 615,166 
70,81+5 828,310 
6,800 1,030,137 

772,200 3,Ol3,72i+ 

Table 24.—Texas and Oklahoma packers: Dressed weight of 
livestock slaughter, by type of livestock, 1959 

Type of livestock Texas packers '^Oklahoma packers Total 

1,000 
:    pounds 

Beef heifers and steers : 401,0^1-1 
Cows and bulls ••.......  . ' 2^^5,869 
Calf and veal  219,796 
Sheep and lamb. •. 0  . • 44,150 
Hogs. „  342,267 

Total.. 0  1,253,123 

1,000 
pounds 

89,986 
53,532 
20,039 

340 
126,998 
290,895 

1,000 
pounds 

491,027 
299,401 
239.835 
44,490 

469,265 
1,544,018 

Table 25.—Texas and Oklahoma packers: Packer estimates of 
U. S. grade equivalent of livestock slaughtered, by type of livestock, 1959 

State and type 
of livestock 

^ U. S. Prime' 
and Choice U. S. Good : u. s. 

standard 

:   U. S.  : 
: Commercial : 
: and lower : 

Total 

Texas packers:     : 
Beef heifers and : 

steers.•••••••••: 

Percent 

19.8 
0 
8.1 

20.1 
0 
4.6 

Percent 

57.6 
.2 

kQ.k 

57.0 
0 
56.6 

Percent 

15.1 
7.3 

32.8 

18.2 
1.9 

35.2 

Percent 

7.5 
92.5 
10.7 

^.7 
98.1 
3.6 

Percent 

100.0 
Cows and bulls.,..• 
Calf and veal  

Oklahoma packers: 
Beef heifers and , 

steers.......... 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
Cows and bulls.,.. 
Calf and veal..... 

100.0 
100.0 
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and Uo So Cull - about 16 percent. The Texas firms were interviewed in the sunmier 
of I960, The new lamb grade standards had been in effect since March, and the 
change was not specifically mentioned to the firnns. A substantial portion of the sheep 
and lamb slaughter in Texas consisted of older animals which were utilized in the 
processing operations» 

Volume and Quality of Dressed Meat Purchased 

Southern Plains packers purchased 16 percent of their total m.eats, or about 298 
million pounds of fresh meat or cured products, from other packers or wholesale meat 
distributors in 1959 (table 26)« Fresh pork and cured pork products made up 85 percent 
of the total nxeat purchases with fresh pork alone accounting for 61 percent of the 
total, Texas and Oklahoma purchasing patterns were similar with the exception of 
calf and veal and smoked and cured pork, which made up a higher proportion of the 
total purchases in Texas than in Oklahoma^, Except for pork, the items were pur- 
chased principally in carcass form rather than as wholesale or retail cuts (table 27), 

Table 26.--Texas and Oklahoma packers:    Volume of dressed or cured 
meats purchased^  by kind of meat^  1959 

Kind of meat Texas packers  |Oklahoma packers 

Beef  
Calf and veal - 
Sheep and lamb.  - 
Fresh pork.  
Smoked and cured pork  
Sausage;  variety^  and others., 

Total  

1,000 
pounds 

28,838 
5,563 

792 
1^1,57^ 
^2,195 
18.392 

237,35^ 

1,000 
pounds 

8,571 
123 

40,1^73 
6,073 

JhSêL 
60,375 

Total 

1,000 
pouncLs 

37,^09 
5,686 
l,6kl 

182,047 
48,268 
22,678 

297,729 

Table 27.—Texas and Oklahoma packers;    Form of dressed meat pijrchases, by- 
kinds of meat, 1959 

1/ Less than  .05 percent. 

Form of purchase    ' Beef    : Calf or :   Lamb or 
:    mutton 

• 
*  Fresh pork 

Texas packers:        ! 
Carcass or sides , 
Quarters.••«•....•■•.• 

Percent 

79.^ 
13.3 
7.^ 

Percent 

69.3 
16.3 
Ik.k 

Percent 

70.3 
13.^ 
16.3 

Percent 

15.4 
0 

Others ! 84.6 
Total .....,...; 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma packers: 
Carcass or sides  
Quarters- •••• 

'     85A 
• 1.7 
• 12.9 

99.^ 
0 

100.0 
0 
0 

16.2 

83.5 Others  
Total.  • • '  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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More than 77 percent of the total dressed beef purchased by packers in Texas 
and Oklahoma was estinaated to be equivalent to Uo So Choice or higher in grade 
(table 28)o The relatively large percentage of high-quality beef purchased is generally 
attributed to a deficit of high quality beef during certain periods in Texas and Okla- 
homa« Consequently, packers ship in the desired amounts to fill their immediate 
demands« 

Most of the calf and veal slaughter in the Southern Plains and other areas consists 
of unfinished and immature animals which do not qualify for Uo S« Choice or higher 
grades. Packers in Texas and Oklahoma estimated that the majority of the calf and 
veal meat purchased were equivalent in quality to U, So Good (table 28)« JLamb and 
mutton purchases by Southern Plains packers were estimated to be primarily Uo S« 
Choice or higher« 

Table 28,--Texas and Oklahoma packers:    Estimated U.  S.  -'^rade 
equivalent,  of dressed beef,   calf and lamb purchased,   19^9 1/ 

State and item 

Texas packers; 
Beef  
Calf and veal.., 
Lamb and mutton. 

Oklahoma packers; 
Beef ,., 
Calf and veal..., 
Lamb and mutton. , 

U.   S.  Prime] 
and Choice  * 

U.   S. 
Good 

U.   S. 
Standard 

U.   S. 
Commercial 
or lower 3/ 

Total 

Percent 

77.3 
10.2 
57.2 

77-7 
0 

98.0 

Percent 

10.2 
57.8 
3^.5 

15.7 
67.3 
2.0 

Percent 

1.5 
18.2 
1.8 

2.9 
32.7 
0 

Percent 

11.0 
13.6 
6.6 

3.1 
0 
0 

Percent 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

1/ Quality of meat,   comparable to USDA. grade standards,  but not necessarily USDA 
graded or rolled. 

2/ The lamb and mutton is U.   S.  Utility. 
3/ The lamb and mutton is U.   S.   Cull. 

Supply Patterns for Livestock and Meat Purchases 

Packers in Texas and Oklahoma acquired most of their slaughter livestock from 
suppliers within their own states« Purchases of additional fresh meat and cured 
products were obtained principally from packers or wholesale meat distributors in 
Kansas and surrounding Midwestern States« 

Livestock Supply Sources 

In 1959, slaughterers in Texas received 84 percent or more of their total cattle, 
calves and vealers, and sheep and lamis from producers in Texas (table 29). Texas', 
although not an important hog producing state, supplied 60 percent of the 1959 hog' 
kill. Most of the remaining hogs were shipped into Texas from Nebraska, Iowa, 
Mi&souri, Illinois, Kansas and Oklahoma, A large proportion of the heifers and 
steers shipped into Texas for slaughter originated in New Mexico, Arizona, Kansas, 
and Missouri. Out-of-state sheep and lambs purchased by Texas packers for immediate 
slaughter were acquired principally from producers in Colorado, Wyoming, New 
Mexico, and California« 
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Table 29.--Texas and Oklahoma packers:    State of origin of 
livestock slaughtered; "by type of livestock^  1959 l/ 

Location and type 

Texas packers : 
Heifers and steers 
Cows and "bulls.... 
Calves and vealers 
Sheep and lambs.... 
Hogs  

Oklahoma packers: 
Heifers and steers 
Cows and bulls.... 
Calves and vealers 
Sheep and lambs... 
Hogs  

Texas Oklahoma Kansas 
Other 

States 
Total 

Percent 

8U.6 
95.9 
96.1 
8^.0 
59.8 

1.6 
5.0 
1.0 

Percent 

2.2 
1.1 

.8 

.\ 
U.6 

78.9 
88.5 
86.8 
98.5 
^8.0 

Percent 

.5 

.1 

9.7 
5.8 
6.9 
1.5 
8.6 

Percent 

12.7 
2.9 
3.1 

15.6 
3^.1 

9.8 
.7 

5.3 
1/ 

Percent 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

1/    Less than  .05 percent. 

Oklahoma packers, like Texas packers, depended primarily on producers within 
their own state for livestock (table 29)» Almost all of the cattle and calves slaughtered 
in Oklahomia were bought in Oklahoma as conxpared to 50 percent of the hogs» The 
remaining cattle and calf requirements of Oklahoma packers were purchased in 
Kansas, Nebraska, Iowa, Illinois, and Texas« Out«= of-*state slaughter hog requirencients 
usually were obtained in Kansas, Missouri or Iowa* Kansas was nao re important as 
a source of supply to Oklahoma packers than to Texas packers« 

Livestock Purchases by Market Type 

Southern Plains m.eatpacker s rely heavily on terminal markets and auctions for their 
supplies of slaughter livestock (table 30), While Oklahoma packers are terminal market 
oriented,   auctions   are  relatively more  important   supply  sources  of Texas packers, 
A    greater   proportion   of   livestock   is   bought   direct   from producers or feedlots in 
Texas than in Oklahoma» 

In both Texas and Oklahonaa, the degree to which each type of market was 
patronized varied with the type of livestock purchased and geographic source of 
purchases« Auctions were raajor sources of calves in both Oklahom.a and Texasa 
In Texas they also were naajor suppliers of slaughter cows and bulls, but in Okla- 
homa auctions were relatively less important as sources of lower quality cattle. 
Direct purchases of hogs and sheep andlambswere more important sources for Texas 
than for Oklahoma packers. Purchases by Texas packers of slaughter steers and 
heifers from producers or from feedlots were especially important representing about 
43 percent of total Texas purchases. Central m.arkets were the principal type of 
market used by Oklcthoma packers for acquiring Oklahoma steers and heifers, and 
for out-of-state slaughter livestock (table 30), 
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Table 30.—Texas and Oklahoma packers; Origin of livestock purchased in 
various types of markets, by class of livestock, I959 

Location and 
type of market Heifers 

and 
steers 

: Percent   Percent 

Texas packers : 
Purchases in Texas; 

Central markets : 2h,'J              27.4 
Auctions : 32.5      60.9 
Country l/ : 20.8     10.3 
Other 2/T  22.0 i.lj. 
Total ; 100>0 100.0 

Purchases in other states;  ; 
Central markets : 49.6     16.8 
Auctions : Q,k              kj.l 
Country 1/ : 27.7     32.3 
Other 2/7 ; lU,3 3.8 
Total ; 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma packers : 
Purchases in Oklahoma;      : 

Central markets : 50,4     72.3 
Auctions : 27.0               21.6 
Country 1/ : ll+.B                  5.3 
Other 2/7  7.8 .8 
Total ; 100.0 100,0 

Purchases in other states:   ; 
Central markets : 52.0     7i^-,9 
Auctions ....,.: 36.8     22.9 
Country l/ : 11.2      2.2 
Other 2/7 : 0   p 
Total : 100.0     100.0 

Percent  Percent 

25.7 
52.^1- 
15.5 
6.4 

41.3 
16.6 
36.5 
5.6 

100.0 100.0 

7.2 
14.6 
17.6 
60.6 

14.4 
20.7 
20.9 
44.0 

100.0 100.0 

47-3 
35.3 
16.0 
1.4 

93.5 
.9 

2.1 
3.5 

100.0 100.0 

30.4 
67.5 
2.1 
0 ■ 

89.9 
10.1 
0 
0 

100.0 100.0 

Percent 

23.6 
30.9 
42.5 
3-0 

100.0 

80.5 
10.8 
1.2 
7.? 

100.0 

55.3 
17.5 
26.8 

.4 
100.0 

62.0 
15.3 
12.8 
9.9 

100.0 

1/ Includes purchases mainly from farmers and ranchers. 
2/ Includes purchases mainly from feedlots and order buyers. 

Livestock Purchase or Slaughtering Arrangements 

Although the live method of purchasing is traditional in the livestock industry, 
other methods were used at least occasionally. These include selling on a carcass 
grade and weight basis, sale by contract, and ''other/' 

The live method consists of immediate cash paym.ent of the purchase of live 
animals. In the carcass grade and weight method the buyer and seller negotiate on 
live animals but agree to *'settle*' on the basis of carcass weight and grade« The 
final price per pound for each animal is not determined until the animals are slaugh- 
tered,   graded,   and   placed   in   weight   groups.      The contract purchase arrangement 
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generally consists of an agreement between the buyer and seller for future delivery 
of livestock at specified dates, weights and prices according to grade or quality» 
**Other** purchase arrangenaents in the Southern Plains are defined as principally 
custorft slaughtering or supplies frona. feedlots operated by packers» 

Southern Plains packers purchased 74 percent or more of their cattle, calves 
and vealers, sheep and lamb, or hogs on a live basis in 1959 (table 31 )o The second 
most important slaughtering or purchasing arrangement was ''other*** Packers 
stated that the grade and weight arrangement was being used more frequently than 
in recent yearso However, this method is relatively unim.portant when compared to 
total livestock purchased* The contract method of buying livestock was used to a 
linaited extent by a few of the larger slaughterers and accounts for a sm.all percent 
of total livestock slaughtered. 

Table 31,--Texas and Oklahoma packers:     Livestock purchase or slaughtering 
arrangement^ "by classes of livestock,  1959 

Purchase or •       Cattle Calves 
and 

vealers 

Î   Sheep 
and 

lamb 
slaughtering 
arrangement 

;  Heifers  : 
and   : 

:  steers  : 

Cows 
and   : 

Bulls 

Hogs 

Texas packers: 
Gash (live)  
Grade and weight. • 
Gontract l/  
Other 2/  

:  Percent 

7.0 
3.1 

:    15.7 

Percent 

88.1 
3.9 
1.5 
6.5 

Percent 

79.6 
1.1 
0 

19.3 

Percent 

1.7 

Percent 

9U.6 
1.2 
0 
k.2 

Total  :   100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma packers: 
Gash (live)  
Grade and weight. - 
Contract 1/  
Others 2/7  

!      85.3 
:    3.1 
:     .2 

11.^ 

89.6 
.1 

0 
10.3 

89.2 
.2 

3/ 
10.6 

92.T 
0 
0 
7.3 

93.9 
0 
.1 

6.0 
Total.  :   100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1/    Thirty days or more. 
2/    Primarily custom slaughtering or from own supplies. 
3y     Less than .05 percent. 

Dressed Meat Purchasing Patterns 

Most of the fresh beef, pork, and cured pork products purchased by Southern 
Plains packers was supplied by packers or wholesale meat distributors in Kansas 
and other Midwestern States (table 32), Packers in Texas bought nnost of their calf 
and mutton and also substantial quantities of beef and sausage products from other 
packers or meat distributors in Texas« Oklahoma packers acquired their fresh and 
cured product purchased principally from out-of-state suppliers. 
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TalDle 32.—Texas and Oiaahoma packers: Geographic origin of dressed meat 
purchased and type of supplier, hy area of purchase, 1959 

Geographic origin 
and 

supplier type 
Beef 

Percent 

Calf 
and 
veal 

Lamb 
and 

mutton 

Fresh 
pork 

Smoked & 
cured 
pork 

percent Percent Percent Percent 

Sausage, 
variety 
& others 

Percent 

Oil-. 6 
.8 

6if.l 

35.9 
0 
0 

92.2 
6.2 

.if 
1.2 

21.0 1/ 
11.7 1.Í 
11.7 .Í 

k6.z 97.J 

37.5 
62.5 
0 
0 

100.0 
0 
0 
0 

100.0 
0 
0 
0 

100.0 
0 
0 
0 

1/ Less than .05 percent. 
2/ Predominantly midvestern states. 
3/ Includes purchases through "brokers and processors. 

60.2 
35.2 
1.5 
3.1 

100.0 
0 
0 
0 

2.0 
6.0 

1/ 
2B.6 

33.5 
58.5 

19.2 
52.2 

100.0 
0 
0 
0 

100.0 
0 
0 

Ô0.7 
13.^ 

73.8 
0 
0 
26,2 

Texas packers : 
Origin: : 

Texas : 33,7      67.0     83.0      6.1     13-3     29.8 
Oklahoma : 5-6       .if      0        .7       -5      1*2 
Kansas : 8.6       l/       0       17-2     26.5       .2 
Other states 2/ :  52.1 32.6     17.0     76.0     59»7     68.8 

Total  ; 100.0      100.0     100.0     100.0     100.0     100_^ 

Supplier type: : 
Purchases in Texas: : 

Packers........-,  : 9^«9 
Packer hranch houses : 5»7 
Wholesale distrihutors ; l/ 
Other 3/  : 2.if     

Total ; 100.0      100.0     100.0     100.0     100.0     10Q_^ 

Purchases from other states:     : 
Packers : 100.0     100.0     100.0     95-8 
Packer hranch houses...,. : 0         0        0        if.l 
Wholesale distributors ; 0        0        0        0 ^ 
Other 2/ :   0 0 0 0  

Total. ; 100.0 100.0     100.0     100.0     100.0     100.0 

Oklahoma packers : 
Origin: : 

Texas .....: 8.0 
Oklahoma : 20.5 
Kansas : 19 • 3 
Other states 2/ : 52.2               
Total ; 100.0      100.0     100.0     100.0     100.0     100.0 

Supplier type: : 
Purchases in Oklahoma; : 

Packers  : 100.0     100.0 
Packer "branch houses : 0        0 
Wholesale distributor s : O        O 
Other 3/. •     O 2 ——^^  
Total ; 100.0 100.0     100.0     100.0     100.0     100.0 

Purchases from other states:     : 
Packers «... : 100.0     100.0 
Packer branch houses : 0        0 
Wholesale distributors : 0        0 
Other 3/ : 0        0          
Total : 100.0     100.0 ■   100.0     100.0     100,0     100.0 

1/ 
17.2 
10.0 
72.8 

97.0 
3.0 
0 
0 

100.0 
0 
0 
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Packers in Oklahoma and Texas purchased the majority of their fresh meat and 
cured products from other packers whether purchases were naade in-state or fromi 
suppliers in other states (table 32), The only other nciajor source of meat products 
was packer branch houses which furnished substantial quantities of lamb and mutton 
and smoked and cured pork to packers in Texas. Packer branch houses supplied 
naost of the lamb and nautton purchased by packers in Oklahom.ao 

Grading, Processing^ and Pricing Practices of Packers 

Grading, processing, and pricing practices on livestock and meat vary con- 
siderably in the Southern Plains» The larger plants, generally, operate in accordance 
with fairly stringent policies relative to grading, buying, and selling meat and meat 
products. The snaaller plants appeared to be more flexible regarding plant operations 
and policy. 

Grading Practices 

The majority of the larger packers interviewed in Texas and Oklahoma marked 
naeat with Federal grades when requested to by the buyer, but preferred to use their 
private labels whenever possible» The naedium.-sized packers generally used Federal 
grades for marking the top two or three grades of beef and calf» The practice of 
marking or stamping meat with Federal grades allows sm.aller packers to compete 
with large packers for the chainstore trade and other volunae buyers. The nationally 
recognized Federal grades makes it possible for sm.all packers to utilize a ^'trade- 
mark** which is as acceptable to m.any buyers as that of many popular brands of 
national packers. The sm.all slaughterers, or butchers,ordinarily sold their meat 
without grades or brands. These operators would find it costly to pay for Federal 
grading of their small volume. Also, their customers do not generally demand fresh 
meat naarked with Federal grades. 

Most of the beef and calf and veal sold in 1959 by packers in Texas and Okla- 
honaa was sold as either packer branded (private label) or as ungraded ncieat (table 33), 
Lamb and nautton sold by Texas packers was delivered prinaarily with a packer 
brand or label and although only a snaall volume of lancib and mutton was sold by 
Oklahoma packers, naore than 57 percent of this product was federally graded» There 
are no Federal grades for fresh pork or cured pork products. Fresh pork was sold 
without grades or brands, but a substantial majority of the cured pork products were 
sold with a packer brand, 

Approxinaately one-half of the iDeef estim.ated by slaughterers in Texas to be of 
U» S, Choice or Good quality was rolled or naarked with Federal grades (table 34),24/ 
The renciainder was marked with private labels or sold ungraded, Oklahoma packers 
marked more of the Choice quality beef but less of the Good quality with Federal 
grades than did Texas packers. In contrast to the grading praclices employed for 
beef, packers in both Texas and Oklahoma rolled a larger percentage of the calf and 
veal estimated to be U, S» Good than U» S« Choice» Packers in Texas and Oklahoma 
stated that beef equivalent in quality to U» S, Choice, but not nnarked with Federal 
grades, was generally marked with a packer brand. Almost all the mutton grading 
U» S» Choice or higher was naarked with U, S, grades by Texas packers; however, less 
than 10 percent of the lamb and mutton equivalent to U, S, Good in quality was federally 
graded, 

24/   Includes own slaughter and dressed purchases, 
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Table 33.--Texas and Oklahoma packers: Proportions of meat sold 
by the various types of grading or marking^ and kind of meat; I959 

Fresh meat 

Type of marking 
:  Beef l/ 

Calf 
and 

veal 1/ 

:  Lamb    : 
and    : 

; mutton 1/  : 

Fresh 
pork 2/ 

Other 
pork 2/ 

Texas packers : 
U. S. graded  

:  Percent 

:   31.2 

!   19.7 

:    0 

:   i^9.1 

Percent 

32.8 
18.3 

1.8 

1+7.1 

Percent 

35.0 
5U.9 

0 

10.1 

Percent 

0 
1.0 

0 

99.0 

Percent 

0 
Packer branded  
U. S. graded and 

packer branded.... 
Not graded or 

branded.  

73.9 

0 

26.1 
Total  :  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma packers: 
U. S. graded  26.5 

26.5 

:   0 

i+7.0 

39.2 
2Í+.0 

0 

36.8 

57.5 
37.7 

0 

^.8 

0 
.7 

0 

99.3 

0 
87.i+ 

0 

12.6 

Packer branded  
U. S. graded and 

packer branded.... 
Not graded or 

branded.  
Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 0 

1/ Represents total slaughter and purchases of dressed meat.- 
2/ Represents sales.  Includes smoked and cured pork and sausage^ variety and 

other meats. 

Table 3^.--Texas and Oklahoma packers: Proportions of fresh meat equivalent 
to U. S. Choice^ Good; and Standard marked with Federal grades^ I959 l/ 

Item 

Texas packers : 
Beef  
Calf and veal. .. 
Lamb and mutton. 

Oklahoma packers: 
Beef..  
Calf and veal... 
Lamb and mutton. 

U. S. Choice  ; U. S. Good 

Percent Percent 

^7.5 
15.5 
93.0 

57.2 
60.5 
8.3 

69.2 
11.9 
2/ 

38.^ 
53.2 
2/ 

U. S. standard 

Percent 

19.3 
16.6 
0 

l^.i^ 
22.1 

2/ 

1/ Proportion of meat equivalent to U. S. Choice^ Good^ and Standard is shown in 
tables 22 and 25. 

2/ No data obtained. 
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Processing Practices 

Southern Plains packers processed abooit one-half of their fresh pork but less 
than 10 percent of their total beef into snaoked and cured products or processed meats 
(table 35)» Most of the meat from lower quality cattle was boned out for shipment or 
sold as hanaburger or ground raeato Meat from higher quality beef animals was not 
utilized for processing into sausage and variety meat s with the exception of trimming So 
Only small volum.es of calf and veal or lam.b and mutton was transferred to processing; 
however, a few packers in Texas rely on sheep of lower quality for fabrication into 
variety meatso 

Table 35.--Texas and Oklahoma packers:    Percent of beef^  calf and veal^  lamb 
and mutton^  and fresh pork transferred to smoked and cured pork or to 

sausage and variety meats 

Class of meat 

Texas packers 

Transferred to: 

Smoked and: Sausage and : rpotal 
cured pork:variety meats:  

Oklahoma packers 

Transferred to: 

Smoked and: Sausage and : 
cured pork:variety meats: 

Total 

Beef  
Calf and veal... 
Lamb and mutton. 
Pork  

Percent Percent Percent  Percent Percent Percent 

0 8.5 8.5 0 ^■5 ^.5 
0 1/ 1/ 0 O.h o.k 
0 .5 .5 0 0 0 

33-5 12.1 ^5.6 37-3 17.2 5i^.5 

1/ Less than .05 percent. 

Pricing Practices 

Packers in both Texas and Oklahoma stated that prices paid for livestock were 
based on com.petition, a private daily price quotation service from Chicago, U. S« 
Department of Agriculture Market News releases from terminal markets, and the 
supply of livestock available. Price quotations from Chicago and Market News 
releases    from   terminal   markets,    however,    were   the   most   used pricing guides. 

The supply of dressed meat in packer coolers is often a major factor in the 
bargaining position between buyers and sellers. Meat, being a highly perishable 
product, must be sold within a relatively short time after being placed in coolerSo 
Packers with a temporary oversupply may be forced to sell below market price 
rather than hold fresh m.eat itenas until spoilage sets in. 

Pricing policies can be visualized as a chain pricing pattern. The larger packers 
established their prices and price patterns relative to competition from other packers 
and meat wholesalers as well as wholesale meat price quotations and livestock prices. 
Although supply of and demand for meat and meat products is the overall force in 
establishing prices, individual packers almost unanimously stated that meeting or 
besting  com.petition was the prime  consideration in the day-to-day setting of prices. 
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Packers in many instances furnished weekly price sheets to prospective cus«- 
tonfiers, especially large volume chains who placed an order with the packer at the 
quoted prices or rejected the price offer. Packer salesmen and buyers also often 
engage in bargaining conferences before prices are established» 

Distribution Patterns 

Most of the meat and naeat products sold by Texas and Oklahoma packers was 
distributed within the Southern Plains area (table 36 )o Beef, calf, lam.b and mutton 
were distributed mostly in carcass form., while fresh pork was delivered prim.arily 
in wholesale or retail cuts (table 37)» 

Distribution of Meat Sales by Texas Packers 

With the exception of lamb and nciutt on which was sold predominantly to purchasers 
in other States, Texas packers distributed naost of their meat within Texas (table 36)* 
A large proportion of the lamb sold out^of»-state by Texas packers was shipped to 
the larger Metropolitan areas in the East, while much of the beef sold out«of«state 
was delivered to buyers in the surrounding states and other areas in the South. A 
few packers in Texas and Oklahoma, who specialized in the slaughter of cow beef, 
sold almost all of their production in other states or in other countries© 

About 50 percent of the meat sold within the State by Texas packers was disp- 
tributed in the metropolitan areas of Dallas-Fort Worth, San Antonio, and Houston 
(table 36)o Buyers inthe Dallas-Fort Worth area received the largest volume, followed 
by Houston and San Antonio. Although sales of fresh m.eat and m.eat products in 
Oklahonaa by Texas packers were snaall, more than one-half of their beef, lamb, and 
sausage sales in Oklahoma were distributed in the Oklahom.a City and Tulsa areas. 
Almost all the fresh pork and snaoked and cured pork shipped to Oklahonma was de- 
livered to areas other than Oklahoncia City and Tulsa. 

Distribution of Sales by Oklahonaa Packers 

Packers in Oklahoma sold most of their fresh meat and meat products within 
Oklahoma (table 36). Oklahonna packers, however, shipped about one-third of their 
lamb and mutton, fresh pork, and snaoked and cured products to Texas. This contrasts 
with the patterns of naeat sales of Texas packers who sold a relatively snaall proportion 
of their meat in Oklahoma. 

Sales in Texas by Oklahoraa packers were distributed primarily to areas other 
than Dallas-Fort Worth, San Antonio and Houston (table 36). In 1959, no naeat or naeat 
products were distributed in the Dallas-Fort Worth areas by Oklahonaa packers. 
However, frona tim.e to time they have shipped meat to that area. 

Approxinaately one-third of the sales in Oklahoma by Oklahoma packers were 
made to buyers in Oklahoma City and Tulsa. The pattern of sales was about the 
same for each kind of ixieat or meat products handled by Oklahoma packers. 
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Table. 36.—Texas and Oklahoma packers: Volume and distrihution of sales of meat 
of various kinds, in Texas, Oklahoma, and other States, 1959 

Item                    : Beef 
:      Cali' 
:         and 
:       veal 

i       Lamb 
and 

:    mutton 

!       Fresh 
!         pork 

:     Smoked 
;    8c cured 
:        pork 

sausage^ 
variety 

Sc others 

Sales by Texas packers: 
Sales distribution by    • 
geographic area                 ; 

Texas...........•••..' 

1,000 
pounds 

61a, 577 
Percent 

72.3 
.5 

27.2 

1,000 
pounds 

223,296 

Percent 

95.4 
.3 

h.3 

1,000 
pounds 

44,730 

Percent 

21.9 
.4 

77.7 

1,000 
pounds 

263,452 

Percent 

85.0 
.7 

14.3 

1,000 
pounds 

204,201 

Percent 

92.5 
.1 

7.4 

1,000 
pounds 

136,221 

Percent 

90.4 
Oklahoma ,.,.,< .4 
Other states. • 9.2 

Total : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

In Texas: 
Dallas-Fort Worth.. 
San Antonio  

.    18.7 
10.2 
14.3 

.     56.8 

22.0 
6.5 

21.0 
50.5 

20.4 
19.2 
21.6 
38.8 

24.7 
8.3 

13.5 
53.5 

33.2 
9.6 

13.3 
43.9 

23.7 
11.1 

Houston ' 8.1 
Other Texas  57.1 

Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

In Oklahoma: 
Oklahoma City  
Tulsa. ..•..•*•>>>.. 

:    32.3 
:    22.7 

16.2 
16.2 
67.6 

80.0 
20.0 

.8 

.8 
98. l^ 

.8 

.8 
98.4 

34.8 
52.4 

Other Oklahoïsa  9.8 
Total  :  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Sales by Oklahoma packers 

:      1,000 
'    pounds 

;   1^9,113 

:     Percent 

:    6.2 
•   76.8 
:   16.0 

1,000 
pounds 

2if,910 

Percent 

15.1 
79.6 
5.3 

1,000 
pounds 

1,189 
Percent. 

32.3 
57.3 
10.4 

1,000 
pounds 

76,390 

Percent 

31.3 
65.0 

3.7 

1,000 
poirnds 
68,696 

Percent 

32.2 
63.5 
4.3 

1,000 
pounds 
40,290 

Sales  distribution by 
geographic area 

Texas  

Percent 

12.4 
Oklahoma. » 78.1 
Other states  9.5 

Total  • 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

In Oklahoma: 
Oklahoma City  
Tulsa , 

:    25.7 
:    17.1 
:    57.2 

17.6 
12.5 
69.9 

19.2 
22.1 
5Ö.7 

26.2 
13.7 
60.1 

27.5 
l4.3 
58.2 

24.0 
18.7 

Other Oklahoma  57.3 
Total  1   100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

In Texas: 
Dallas-Fort Worth.. 
Saji Antonio ..«..••. 

:      0 
:    19.5 
:    39.0 
Î    41.5 

0 
5.0 
5.0 

90.0 

0 
l4.9 
65.2 

. 19.9 

0 
3.0 
7.0 

90.0 

0 
3-0 
7.0 

90.0 

0 
1.0 

Houston.  2.0 
Other Texas........ 97.0 

Total. ' : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1/ Less thaxi .05 percent. 
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Talóle 37.--Texas and Oklahoma packers: Form of fresh 
meat sales^ by kind of meat; 1959 

Form of fresh 
meat sales 

Beef : Calf and veal :Lam"b and mutton: Fresh pork 

Texas packers: 
Carcass or sides... 
Quarters........... 

Percent 

58.5 
12.5 
29.0 

Percent 

63.0 
13.6 
23.1+ 

Percent 

72.8 

1/ 
27.1 

Percent 

5.9 
.1 

Other  94.0 
Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma packers : 
Carcass or sides... 
Quö^rters ••••.• 

63.8 
10.2 
26.0 

7^.9 
10.7 
ik.k 

1+9.6 
0 

50.ll 

5.7 

9Î.3 Other  
Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1/ Less than ,05 percent. 

Distribution of Sales by Type of Buyer 

In 1959, packers in Texas sold 62 percent of their total meat directly to retailers 
as compared to about the sancie proportion, 65 percent, for Oklahoma packers. In 
a similar study in Los Angeles in 1956, 64 percent of the total meat sold in that 
area by packers was distributed directly to retailing establishnnentSo 25/ The 
remaining meat sold by slaughterers in the Southern Plains was purchased, in order 
of volume, by wholesaler meat distributors, hotels and restaurants, processors, 
and consumers« Government agencies and other types of buyers also acquired small 
volumes of naeat or meat products (table 38)» 

A conaparison of the sales patterns of Texas and Oklahonaa packers indicates 
small differences in percentages of m.eat sold to various types of buyers (table 38)o 
Oklahoma packers sold slightly higher percentages of meat to retailers, hotels 
and restaurants, consumers, and government agencies, but less to wholesale dis- 
tributors and processors than did Texas packers« 

Retail chains, firms with 4 or more stores, accounted for 52 percent of the meat 
purchased by retailers from. Texas packers (table 39)o Oklahonaa retail chains, on 
the other hand, received only 36 percent of the m.eat sold to retailers by Oklahoma 
packers© 

WHOLESALE MEAT DISTRIBUTOR AND PROCESSOR OPERATIONS 

Wholesale naeat distributors in the Southern Plains consist of packer branch 
houses, wholesalers, and brokers. These firms are nonslaughterers who often 
perform,    specialized    services    of   fabricating    and   handling   fresh   meat and cured 

25/  Dietrich,    Raymond    A»    and    William.s, 
Angeles Area, p« 47 (see footnote 2)« 
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Tatle 38.--Texas and Oklahoma packers: DlstrllDution of sales among 
various types of "buyers, "by kinds of meat, 1959 

Type of buyer Beef 
Calf 
and 

veal 

Lamb 
and 

mutton 

Fresh 
pork 

Smoked : Sausage, 
and  : variety 
cured :  and 
pork ; other 

All 
meat 

•percent Percent 
Texas packer sales to:     : ___— 

Consximers :    6.3 11.2 
Retailers :53.9 58.1 
Hotels, Restaurants  : 
and institutions : 6.5 5-6 

Govei-nment agencies...: 5-1 1-7 
Wholesale distributors: 17-5 21.6 
Processors : 9-9 l-o 
Others :  -8 .2. 
Total :100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma packer sales to; 
Consumers : 8.6 12.8 
Retailers : 55-9 68.1 
Hotels, restaurants  : 
and institutions ; 10.6 7-7 
Government agencies...; ^.^ ^.'+ 
Wholesale distributors: 10.^ 5-^ 
Processors : 8.U .1 
Others  : 1-7 1-5 
Total :100.0 ■ 100.0 

percent Percent Percent  Peirieat  Percent 

2.5 
32.2 

2.1+ 
2.3 
32.9 
27.3 

X 

3.2 
71.8 

8.6 
3.9 
6.5 
5-3 
.7 

3.8 
78. L 

6.2 
3.6 
6.1 
1.7 
 '3_ 

6.5 
67.8 

12.8 
2.6 
9.5 

.1+ 

.i+ 

6.1 
61.6 

7.2 
3.8 

lii.U 
6.3 
.6 

100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1.7 
92.7 

3.7 
0 
.2 

0 
1.7 

6.2 
61+.9 

6.1 
3.6 
9.8 
8.8 
.6 

5.1 
70.2 

9-3 
5.J+ 
9.0 
0 
1.0 

4, 
83. 

7-3 
64.5 

6.5 
1.3 
3.6 
.1 
■ 7 1.2 

100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Table 39.--Texas and Oklahoma packers: Distribution of retail sales among 
retail chains and independent retail establishments, by kinds of meat, 

1959 

Location and    | 
type of retailer  ' Beef 

:  Calf 
:  and 
: veal 

:  Laml) 
:  and 
: mutton 

j  FrestL 
•  pork 

Smokçd 
and 

cured ;gork 

: Sausage, 
: variety 
: and other 

Texas packer sales to: 

Percent 

51.9 
1+8.1 

Percent 

54.4 

Percent 

51.^ 

Percent 

50.6 
k9.k 

Percent 

57.0 
^3.0 

Percent 

5U.6 r»>» rs-iinc? ~\   1                 ,       ..  .  ^   .   »  , Lnams -L/ * *. #. 
Independents  k^.h 
Total  : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma packer 
sales to: 

\     31.1 
: 68.9 

29.7 
70.3 

69.9 
30.1 

^5.1 
5^.9 

i^3.3 
56.7 

27.0 
Uiia.j.Xi.to •••••••••••••• 

Independents  73-0 
rn,-.J__^'l           ..*.*«« : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1/ Retail firms with four or more stores. 
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products for their  customersa     Historically, the primary function of wholesalers has 
>een   to    break    or   fabricate   carcasses   into   wholesale   or retail cuts for resale to 

various outlets* 

Wholesalers are often referred to by their principal activity as either "jobbers/* 
**hotel and restaurant supply houses/' ''boners/* or ''frozenmeat handlers/* Packer 
branch houses at one time served principally as redistribution points for nxeat 
processed as well as slaughtered at parent packing plants» Both fresh and processed 
mieat itenas were handled« The modern day branch house, in contrast, is a processor 
as well as a distributor of meat and has become more heavily specialized in pork and 
prepared meat items» Som.e do not handle nnuch fresh m.eato Prepared meat plants 
or processors are prinaarily manufacturers of sausage items and cured products* 
Brokers do not physically handle m.eat or naeat products, but negotiate sales between 
buyers and sellers for these products* 

Volume and Quality of Meat Handled by Texas and Oklahoma 
Wholesale Distributors 

Volunae and Kinds of Meat Handled 

Wholesale meat distributors in the Southern Plains purchased more than 566 
naillion pounds of ncieat in 1959 (table 40)* 26/ This anaounts to almost one-third as 
nciuch as the total volume distributed by packers* Beef comprised about 43 percent 
of this volunae and another 39 percent consisted of fresh pork and cured products* 
Wholesalers accounted for the largest share of the meat sold by wholesale meat 
distributors in both Texas and Oklahoncia* Packer branch houses ranked second in 
Texas, volume-wise, as conapared to processors in Oklahoma« 

Table ^0.--Texas and Oklahoma wholesale meat distributors and processors: 
Volume of dressed meat or cured meats purchased^ by kind of meat^ 1959 l/ 

State and type of 
distributor or processor 

; Beef 
Calf 
and 

veal 

Lamb 
and 

mutton 

Fresh 
pork 

Smoked 
and 
cured 
pork 

: Sausage, 
. variety 

and 
. other 

: 1;000 1,000   1,000   1,000 
: pounds pounds  pounds  pounds 

Texas : : 
Packer branch houses ; ^6,175 9^686 
Wholesalers. ;  :ll6.,38l 52,938 
Processors : l4,680 6,851 
Brokers : 32,770 3M5 

Total : 210,006 

Oklahoma : 
Packer branch houses      ; 
and wholesalers : 20,303 3,310     337   7;70^ 
Processors ; 15,022 2l4       6   5;895 
Brokers : -- 

Total ; 35,325 ^,52^ 

4,012 47,6^0 
17,899 5,971 

6kk 11,1^80 
505 47,2^5 

1,000 
pounds 

42,666 
3,321 
1;971 
3.798 

3; 798 
268 

1,000 
pounds 

22,387 
9,170 
2,629 
1,611 

72,930  23,060 I^TSSÓ   51.756  35/797 

2,159 
164 

■3ÏÏ3  13,509   ^5S   2,323 

1/ Represents actual purchases.  Volumes were not adjusted for purchases among 
similar types of "buyers. 

26/   This    is   the   gross   volume   handled   and   includes   sales among the wholesale 
-meat distributors« 
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Wholesalers in Texas and Oklahonna were predominantly beef and calf handlers 
and performed little or no processing (table 41)o Packer branch houses in Oklahonaa 
handled about the same volunne of beef as fresh and cured pork, but fresh and cured pork 
made up a substantial majority of the naeat items sold by branch houses in Texas* 
Processors and packer branch houses in both states manufactured most of their fresh 
pork   into   smoked and  cured items  or   sausage  and variety meats in 1959 {table 41)« 

Table 4l.--Texas and Oklahoma wholesale meat distributors and processors: 
Percent of beef; calf^ lamb and mutton^ and fresh 

pork transferred to processing 

State and type of 
distributor or processor Beef 

Percent 

Fresh 
pork 1/ 

:  Total 
: fresh to 
;procèssing 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Texas : : 
Wholesalers : 2/ 
Packer branch houses. : 3^*9 
Processors : 69.0 

Oklahoma : : 
Wholesalers : 
Packer branch houses :  17-6 
Processors :  22.9 

2.3 
37.9 
10.2 

2-5 
68.^ 
71A 

87. 
59. 

.1 
U6.7 
55.1 

^5.9- 
32.9 

1/ Fresh meat; other than pork transferred to processing was manufactured into 
sausage and variety meats.  Of the fresh pork transferred to processing, the following 
vol-umes were utilized for manufacturing smoked and cured items:  Texas distributors-- 
wholesalers ^1 percent^ branch houses 61 percent^ processors 27 percent; Oklahoma 
distributors--branch houses SO percent^ processors 72 percent.  The remaining fresh 
pork transferred to processing was used for preparing sausage and variety items. 

2/ Less than .05 percent. 

Quality of Meat Handled 

More than 50 percent of the total beef, calf and lanab purchased by packer 
branch houses and wholesalers was estimated to be equivalent to U» So Good or 
higher in quality (table 42)a Meat handled by processors was naostly equivalent 
to Uo So Standard or lower in quality and was used principally for processing into 
sausage and variety meatso Wholesale meat distributors stated that m.uch of their 
lower quality naeat was sold to hamburger and chili establishments. 

At least two-thirds or naore of the beef, calf and lanab considered Uo So Good 
or higher in quality was marked or "rolled" with Federal grades (table 43)o It 
is interesting to note that in Texas sm.aller percentages of the meat estimated to 
be Uo So Choice was eventually rolled with a Federal grade than was Uo So Good, 
As a general rule, high quality naeat not rolled or marked with a Federal grade 
was naarked with a packer or private label« Wholesalers, who generally do not 
em.ploy private brands, had a high percentage of the beef, calf and veal estinaated 
to    be    equivalent    in   quality   to   U*   So   Good or higher naarked with Federal grades 
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Table 42.--Texas and Oklahoma wholesale meat distributors and processors: 
Estimated grade ecluivalent of  dressed beef;   calf and lamb purchased^ 

by type of distributor^   1959 l/ 

State and type 
of distributor 
or processor 

Texas ; 
Packer branch 

houses, ♦... * 
Wholesalers... 
Processors.... 
All  

Oklahoma; 
Packer branch 
houses,..... 

Wholesalers.•. 
Processors.... 

All.,.,,.... 

U. S. Prime; 
and Choice: 

U.   S. 
Good 

U.  S. 
Standard 

U.   S. 
Commercial 
or lover 

Total 

Percent 

3^.5 
18.6 
^.2 

Percent 

20.7 
31.8 
20.7 

19.9 27.6 

Percent 

11.7 
17.6 
30.6 

Percent 

33.1 
32.0 
43.5 

Percent 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

15.5 37-0 100,0 

67.8 
27.3 

24.2 

16.0 
31.0 
15.3 

• 7 
11.5 
13>6 

22.5 10.4 

15.5 100.0 
30.2 100.0 
70.4 100.0 
42.9 100.0 

1/ Data not available for qtuality^ or grade equivalent of dressed beef; calf and 
lamb handled by brokers. 

2/ U. S. grade equivalents estimated by packer branch houses, wholesalers^ and 
processors. 

Table 43.--Texas and Oklahoma wholesale meat distributors ana processors: 
Type of grading or marking, by kinds of meat, I959 l/ 

! Fresh meat 

Type of marketing by State Beef 2/ 
Calf 
and 

veal 2/ 

Lamb 
and 

mutton 2/ 

Fresh 
■pCTK   3/ 

Other 
pork 3/4/ 

Texas; 
U. S. graded..... 
Packer graded..., 
U.   S,  graded and 

packer branded. 
Not graded or branded. 

Percent        Percent      Percent        Percent      Percent 

36.7 
11.7 

.3 
51.3 

Total : 100,0 

Oklahoma; ; 
U.   S.   graded : 43.8 
Packer branded : 7.4 
U.   S.  graded and ; 

packer branded .,..,.: 0 
Not graded or branded ; 48.8 

Total , ; 100.0 

55.4 
8.4 

.3 
3^.9 

20,6 
7.8 

.1 
71.6 

0 
9.4 

0 
90.6 

0 
87.2 

0 
12,8 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

57.7 
32.3 

0 
10.0 

90.4 
7.3 

0 
2.3 

0 
19.8 

0 
80.2 

100,0 

0 
97.5 

0 
2.5 

100,0 100,0 100.0 

1/ Data not available for meat handled by brokers. 
2/ Represents total dressed meats purchased. 
3/ Represents  sales, 
^ Includes  smoked and cured pork,   and sausage,   variety,  and other. 
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(table 44), Packer branch houses in Texas relied on both the Federal grades and 
their private brands for disposing of higher quality meats« However, branch houses 
in Oklahonaa used Federal grades more extensively than private brands in selling 
beef, calf and lamb» 

Distributors* estimates indicate that about 45 percent of the total beef, calf and 
lamb sold, in both Texas and Oklahoma, was U. S« graded and about the same proportion 
was neither graded nor branded (table 45)^. 27/ The remaining meat was marked 
with a packer brand or private label. Most of the fresh pork was sold unbranded, 
but cured products were sold mostly with a packer brand or labelo 

Sources of Supply 

The geographic supply sources of fresh meat and cured products purchased 
by wholesale meat distributors and processors in Texas and Oklahom^a appears to 
be related to the type of operation and type of distributor. Operations of wholesalers 
and processors are prim.arily local in nature. They obtained the m.a jo rit y of their 
requirem^ents from suppliers in the states in which they operate (table 46), Packer 
branch houses and brokers, whose buying and selling activities are less local in nature, 
acquired most of their naeat and meat products from suppliers instates other than 
those in which they are headquartered. Most of the meat purchased from other 
states consisted of either fresh pork or cured productso 

Packers were the prim.âry suppliers of naeat and meat products for wholesale 
meat distributors and processors. In Oklahoma, they purchased almost their entire 
supplies from, packers whether in Oklahoncia or in other states^ Wholesale meat 
distributors and processors in Texas also purchased a substantial majority of their 
supplies from packers, but they also obtained sonae fresh m.eat and cured products 
from packer branch houses, wholesalers, and other types of suppliers« 

Distribution Patterns 

Sales by Geographic Area 

With the exception of brokers, wholesale naeat distributors and processors 
sold most of their meat within the state in which they were headquartered (table 47), 
Meat or meat products sold in other states was distributed throughout the United 
States and some distributors also sold their product in other countries« 

Texas distributors relied on outlets principally within the naetropolitan areas 
of Dallas-Fort Worth, San Antonio, and Houston (table 48), However, some distributors 
regularly shipped m.eat to buyers within a radius of 150 nailes or more. Sales by 
Texas wholesale meat distributors and processors in Oklâhom.a were confined princiarily 
to Oklahoma City and Tulsa, However, packer branch houses in Texas distributed 
no naeat in Tulsa or Oklahonaa City« 

The geographic distribution of sales by whole s ale meat distributors and processors 
in Oklahoma was sinailar to that of Texas distributors. Most of the naeat sold in 
Oklahonaa by Oklahonaa distributors was sold to buyers within the metropolitan areas 
of Oklahoma City and Tulsa (table 48), This pattern of distribution, of course, varies 
among the different types of distributors« Meat shipped to Texas was sold to areas 
other than the metropolitan areas \inder consideration in this study« 

27/  Estimates   by   firnas   of  the proportion of their beef, calf, and lanab federally 
graded naay be biased upwards according to estimates made by USDA grading officials« 
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Table 4^.--Texas and Oklahoma wholesale meat distributors and processors: 
Estimated proportions of fresh meat equivalent to U. S. Choice, Good, and 
Standard, marked with Federal grades, by type of distributor, 1959 l/ 2/ 

State and type of      ; 
distributor or processor   ' 

U. S. 
Choice 

'     U. S. 
;     Good 

:      u. s. 
[   standard 

Texas: 
Packer branch houses. 

: 
Percent 

kk.k 
98.0 

Percent 

58.^ 
85.2 
63.3 

Percent 

5.3 
22.9 
49.2 

Wholesalers  , 
Processors   ; 

All,.,,,,,,-,.•,.•. 66.5 7^.9 23.9 

Oklahoma : 
Packer branch houses. 

• 

89.1 
98.1 
78.U 

70.7 
78.4 
55.5 

100 0 
Wholesalers  , 6.k 
Processors   : 12.2 

All...,....,  , 93.7 71.4 10 k 
: 

1/    Estimated by packer branch houses, wholesalers, and processors. Data not 
available for meat handled by brokers. 
2/ Proportion of fresh meat equivalent to U. S. Choice, Good, and Standard is 

shown in table Í+3. 

Table ^5,--Texas and Oklahoma wholesale meat distributors and processors: 
Estimated proportions of each type of grading or marking, by type of 

distributor, for total beef, calf, and lamb handled, I959 l/ 

State and type 
of distributor 
or processor 

•   U. S.  ; 
graded  ' 

Packer 
branded 

:U.S. graded * 
& packer : 

:  branded : 

Not   : 
graded or : 
branded : 

Total 

Texas : 
Packer branch 
Houses. ..••«.... 

Percent 

W.9 
:  32.4 

Percent 

1.6 
5.1 

Percent 

0 
.4 

0 

Percent 

21.9 
V9.I 
62.5 

Percent 

100 0 
Wholesalers  
Processors  

100.0 
100,0 

All  :  ^3.6 12.0 .3 4U.1 100.0 

Oklahoma : 
Packer branch 
houses.,•  72.2 

53.3 
21^.8 

12.3 
8.6 
11.0 

0 
0 
0 

15.5 
38.1 
61+.2 

100.0 
Wholesalers  
Processors  

100.0 
100.0 

All. " 45.Ö 10.1 0 kk.l 100.0 

1/ Data not available by type of grading or marking for meats handled by brokers. 
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Table 46.--Texas and Oklahoma wholesale melt distributors and processors: 
Geographic origin of dressed meat piirchases^ by type of distributor^ 

and supplier type^ by area of purchase^ 1959 

Item 
Packer 
branch 
houses 

Wholesalers 

; 1,000         1,000 
' pounds        pounds 

Purchases by Texas firms; : 172, ^66                  205,680 
Geographic origin:          : Percent       Percent 
Texas : "3^3         77-9 
Oklahoma : «2           .3 
Kansas : 4.2          1.2 
Other states : 6l.J 20.6 
Total  ; 100.0         100.0 

Supplier type; j 
Purchases in Texas:       ] 

Packers.... ••••! ^^«^         96.6 
Packer branch houses [ 2.5          2.5 
Other wholesale 

distributors ; 2.2           .4 
Other ' B.7 *? 

Total * 100.0 100.0 

Purchases in other states:     : 
Packers ! 99.8                       91.2 
Packer branch houses......; 0            5*5 
Other wholesale : 

distributors .....: .2          1.4 
Other  : 0 1.9 

Total :_ 100.0                      100.0 

: 1,000                       1,000 
; poimds                     pounds 

Purchases by Oklahoma firms; .... | 13j>Oó5                     25,536 
Geographic origin:                          ! Percent                  Percent 

Te^as.... 7.^777 ! 2.2                       9-7 
Oklahoma  ! H.O                        6O.O 
Kansas.... [ 56.2                        19-4 
Other states  ! 30.6 IQ'9 

iotal. : 100.0 100.0 

Supplier type: : 
Purcl^^s^ s  ^J^ 0klahoma ; : 

Packers  : 100.0 
Packer branch houses ; 0 
Other wholesale : 

distributors ; 0 
Other : 0  

Total  ;_ 100.0 100.0 

Purchases in other states; 
Packers : 100.0                      100.0 
Packer branch houses......* 0                              0 
Other wholesale | 

distributors * 0                                0 
Other * 0 0 
Total • 100.0         100.0 

99.8 
0 

0 

1/ No data were obtained from brokers in Oklahoma, 

1,000 
pounds 

38,255 
Percent 
80.5 

.1 
2.6 
16.8 
100.0 

83.8 
7.8 

0 
8.1I- 

100.0 

78,2 
3.5 

0 
18.3 

100.0 

1,000 
pounds 
21,569 

Percent 

93.0 
2.3 
2.9 

100.0 

100.0 
0 

0 
0 

100.0 

100.0 
0 

0 
0 

100.0 

Brokers 

1,000 
pounds 

89,38i^ 
percent 
37.0 
9.0 
2.2 
51.8 

100.0 

100.0 
0 

0 
0 

100.0 

87.2 
0 

12 

100.0 

1,000 
pounds 

"IT 
Percent 

T 

1 

1 
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Table ^7—Texas and Oklahoma wholesale meat distributors and processors; 
Volume of meat sales,  by type of distributor,  and distribution 

of sales by geographic area,   1959 

Item 
:  Packer 
;  branch 
:  houses 

: Wholesalers; Processors ; Brokers :  Total 

Volume of sales; 
meat 

:   1,000 
:  pounds 

!   172,566 

!     13,065 

Percent 

96.1 
1.5 
2.if 

1,000 
pounds 

205,680 

25,536 

Percent 

72.7 

26.9 

1,000 
pounds 

38,255 

21,569 

Percent 

87.k 
.6 

12.0 

1,000 
pounds 

89,384 

1/ 

Percent 

44.0 

5.9 
50.1 

1,000 
pounds 

Texas wholesale 
distributors.. 505,885 

60,170 

Percent 

76.8 
1.7 

21.5 

Oklahoma wholesale 
distributors.  

Sales distribution by 
geographic area; 
Texas wholesale meat 
distributors;         ; 
Texas ; 
Oklahoma........•....: 
Other states. ¡ 
Total : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma wholesale meat: 

0 
100.0 

0 

k.O 
90.0 
6.0 

4.0 
94.2 
1.8 1 

distributors;         ; 
Texas .....; 3.1 

93.7 
3.2 

Oklahoma • .  ; 
Other states..•«....•: 

Total : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1/ No data were obtained from brokers in Oklahoma. 

Sales by Buyer Type 

Retail establishments were the most important outlets for wholesale meat dis- 
tributors and processors in both Texas and Oklahoma in 1959 (table 49), There were 
some differences among the distributors relative to their primary outlet. Packer 
branch houses in both States were dependent mostly on retail establishments. This 
was also true of wholesalers in Oklahoma and of processors in Texas, However, 
wholesalers in Texas were not dependent on any one outlet. Processors in Oklahoma 
relied principally on retailers and hotels, restaurants, and institutions as purchasers 
for their products. No data were obtained from brokers in Oklahoma, but brokers 
in Texas served primarily as buying agents for processors and wholesalers. 

Sales to retailers by Texas wholesale meat distributors and processors were 
divided about equally among retail chains and independent retailers (table 50), 
Wholesalers and brokers were more dependent on chain establishments for retail 
sales than packer branch houses and processors who sold principally to independent 
retailers. In Oklahoma, independent retailers purchased the majority of the meat 
sold to retailers by wholesalers, branch houses and processors. 
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Table ^8.--Texas and Oklahoma wholesale meat distributors and processors: 
Distribution of sales in Texas and Oklahoma; by type of distributor^ I959 

:  Packer 
Sales distribution :  branch 

:  houses 
:WhQlesalers : Processors : Brokers :  Total 

:  Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Texas distributors 
and processors 
Distribution in 
Texas : 

Dallas-Fort Worth :    9.2 20.6 49.2 58.5. 22.0 
San Antonio :   10.2 15.9 11.1 22.7 13-7 
Houston :   3^.3 37.2 23.5 6.7 31.7 
Other Texas :   J+6.3 26.3 16.2 12.1 32.6 
Total :  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Distribution in 
Oklahoma : 

Oklahoma City :    0 37.5 50.0 99.2 63.8 
Tulsa :    0 0 50.0 .8 1.8 
Other Oklahoma 100.0 62.5 0 , 0 3I+.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma distributors 
and processors 
Distribution in 
Oklahoma : 

Oklahoma City 0 25.1 58.0 1/ 31.2 
Tulsa 62.^ 33.5 29.9 y 38.8 
Other Oklahoma  : 37.6 kl.k 12.1 V 30.0 

Total        : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Distribution in   : 
Texas :           : 
Dallas-Fort Worth: 0 0 0 1/ 0 
San Antonio     : 0 0 0 1/ 0 
Houston        : 0 0 0 il 0 
Other Texas     : 0 100.0 0 1/ 100.0 
Total        : 0 100.0 0 100.0 

1/ No data were obtained from brokers in Oklahoma. 

SOUTHERN PLAINS MEAT RETAILING OPERATIONS 

In Oklahoma, information was obtained on 1959 meat retailing operations of 
all retail grocery firms with 4 or more stores and centralized meat buying« The 
same information was obtained from about 85 percent of such firms in Texas» Vol- 
untary and cooperative groups were included if they purchased meats for affiliated 
independent retailers* 
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Table ^9—Texas and Oklahoma wholesale meat distributors and processors: 
Distribution of sales by type of buyer and type of distributor, 1959 

Sales by state 
and type of buyer 

Packer 
branch 
houses 

Wholesalers : Processors :  Brokers Total 

2.6 
55.6 

33.0 
0 

: Percent Percent     Percent 

Texas; 
Consumers * 0 2.2         2.3 
Retailers ; 81.7 30.if        32.k 
Hotels^ restaurants, and  * 

institutions ; 9-9 23.8       28.3 
Government agencies \ 2.7 l4.3        1' 3 
Wholesale distributors ' 5.O 8.0        15*7 
Processors ] ,7 21.1         0 
Others ' 0 ._2 0 

Total • 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma; : 
Consijmers : 0 
Retailers : 80.8 
Hotels_,  restaurants,  and      ! 

institutions v 8,k 
Government agencies : 3*8 
Wholesale distributors : 5'Ö 8.8 
Processors : .7 l/ 
Others : .^ 0__^  

Total... : 100.0 100.0       100.0 

3.1 
32.0 

ko. 8 
0 
6.5 

17.6 
0 

Percent 

0 
7.6 

0 
0 
31.7 
60.7 
0 

100.0 

2/ 

H 

Percent 

1.1 
45.5 

15.2 
6.8 
11.8 
19.8 

.1 
100.0 

2.2 
52.6 

30.5 
.8 

7.3 
6.5 
.1 

100.0 

1/ Less than .05 percent. 
2/ No data were obtained from brokers in Oklahoma. 

Table 50—Texas and Oklahoma wholesale meat distributors and processors: 
Distribution of retail sales among retail chains 

and independent retailers 

Sales to chains and 
independent retailers 

Packer 
branch 
houses 

:      Wholesalers    : Processors    : Brokers 

Texas wholesale meat 
distributors: 

Retail chains.  

Percent 

hG.8 
53.2 

Percent 

58.0 
if2.0 

Percent 

35.9 
6Í+.1 

Percent 

79. 3 
Independent retailers.... ».. • 20.7 

Total  .. • : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma wholesale meat 
distributors: 

Retail chains  35.9 27.1 
72.9 

i+1.9 
58.1 HI Independent retailers.... ,,, 

Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 

1/ No data obtained from brokers. 
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General Policies and Operating Procedures of Retail Food Chains 

Most retail food chains in Texas and Oklahoma have rigid specifications regarding 
the quality^ weight, and type of beef, calf, and lamb handled*, These specific require- 
ments vary   according to  the location and retail organization« 

The majority of the chains organized their naeat program around the beef op- 
erations* However, one chain specialized prinaarily in calf and veal« Two chains 
engaged in cattle feeding in 1959, and another stated that a packer bought and fed 
cattle according to their specifications« Most of the chains preferred not to feed 
cattle because of the risk and capital requirements« Two chains owned and operated 
slaughtering facilities«, 

Several chains participated in packer insert programs« Under this program, 
the packer's label is inserted in the meat package by the retail butchero Insert 
programs were favored by sonae chains because they felt the packer would have a 
stronger incentive to deliver consistent quality meato Advantages to the packer 
include the opportunity to have their brand reach consumers on store-packaged naeat 
and also some assurance that the retailer will reorder beef from, the sam.e packer« 
Packers providing this service often purchased livestock and slaughtered the cattle 
according to the requirements of a specific retailer« Som.e chains stated that they 
purchased all their beef requirements from, one packer under this program, while 
other chains only purchased the bulk of their supplies from the packer providing 
the insert program« 

Only two chains owned central storage facilities, but several firnas were planning 
to add these facilities to inaprove efficiency in purchasing, aging, and distribution 
of meat and meat products« Although naost chains have no central naeat warehousing, 
storage facilities and cutting rooms are available at individual stores. With the 
exception of the chains owning central storage facilities, packers make deliveries 
direct to individual stores« 

Buying Policies and Procedures 

Most chains in Texas and Oklahonaa centered their beef program on low Choice 
or top Good quality beef carcasses weighing from 450 to 650 pounds« The quality 
of the calf meat purchased was primarily in the Good range, while lamb and mutton 
was predominantly Choice« Chain naeat buyers specified the weight range and quality 
of carcass to be delivered to the respective stores« Carcasses not naeeting the 
desired specifications were rejected upon delivery to individual stores« 

The   larger   proportion   of  the   chains   relied on 3 to 5 suppliers for their meat 
requirenaents,    although   a  few   chains   bought   all their   beef from one large supplier« 
In   all   instances,   chains   stated that   reputation and  ability to consistently supply the 
desired  quality  and quantity of meats at quoted prices were the prime considerations 
in selecting a supplier« 

The proportion of its naeat purchased by a chain from its several suppliers varied 
from week to week« Each week, packers provide chains with a price list for the 
following week« Meat supervisors of the chains obtain estimates from meat naanagers 
of the quality and quantities of meat required and place orders with the packers 
quoting the lowest or "best*' price, for delivery on specified dates« 

56 - 



Meat supervisors of some chains make daily visits to each store in their or^ 
ganization and assist store managers in establishing prices and maintaining inventories 
of meat* A few chains stated that they attenn.pted to maintain only quality meats in 
stores located in high income areas, and economy meat in stores located in lower 
income neighborhoods« 

Pricing Policies 

Chains interviewed in Texas and Oklahonaa used two general methods for es- 
tablishing price So They were (1) a set "mark'-up** above cost, and (2) a maximum 
and miniraum mark-up range in which store managers were expected to operate« 
Estimates of mark*-up s required by chains for profitable meat operations varied 
from, about 18 to 25 percento The lower estimate represents the break-even border- 
line while higher nciark-ups were associated with the better quality meat offered 
for sale» 

Volume and Source of Supply of Meat Handled by Texas and 
Qklahoncia Retail Grocery Stores 

Volume of Meat and Meat Products Handled 

Retail food chains interviewed in Texas handled 309 million pounds of fresh 
meat and cured meat products in 1959 (table 51)o In Oklahoraa, retail food chains 
handled or sold 79 million poTinds of meat (table 52), 

Beef, calf and veal made up just over half the total meat and m.eat products 
sold by the sampled chains» Calf or '*baby beef** alone accounted for 23 percent 
of the Texas total, 28/ Lanab and mutton was relatively \inimportant« Fresh pork, 
smoked and cured pork, and sausage and variety meats, consequently, accounted for 
most of the renxaining meat sold« Smoked and cured pork was the largest component 
of the latter group, accounting for 47 percent of the pork items sold in Texas and 
about 41 percent in Oklahoma in 1959« 

Source of Supply 

Texas retail food chains«--In 1959, Texas retail food chains purchased 83 per- 
cent of their meat products from suppliers in Texas (table 51)« Most of the out- 
of-state purchases consisted of fresh pork or pork products which were obtained 
principally from, suppliers in the corn belt« In-shipm.ents of beef and lamb originated 
from suppliers in the North Central Region and Colorado« 

Large volume retailers prefer to buy from suppliers who deal in relatively 
large lots and can supply the volume and quality desired« Consequently, packers 
and packer branch houses supplied 97 percent of the total meat handled by Texas 
retail food chains in 1959 (table 53)« 

Oklahoma retail food chains,--Oklahoma retail food chains bought 58 percent 
of their naeat from. Oklahoma suppliers and another 25 percent from suppliers in 
Kansas   in   1959   (table  52)«     Most  of the remaining m.eat originated in the Corn Belt« 

28/   "Baby   beef*'   is   derived   from   carcasses   weighing   from   225 to 300 pounds« 
This    item    is    preferred   to   m.ature   beef   by   many consumers in Texas and is also 
sold by various chains in Oklahoma« 
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.Table  51—Sanrpled Texas retail food chains:    Meat purchases 
origin and type of supplier^  1959 

by kindsj   geographic 

Item Beef 
Calf 

and 
veal 

Lanib 
and 

mutton 

Fresh 
pork 

Smoked      :  Sausage^ 
and cured :  variety 

pork        ;and others 
Total 

70,305        h,ZJ9 

Percent      Percent 

pounds 

33,975 

1,000 
pounds 

1,000 
pounds 

Percent      Percent 

98.6 91.3 81.1 78.7 
.2 0 i.h 1.5 

0 .2 2.6 2.6 
1,2 9.^ li|.9 17,2 

Percent 
72.8 

j 

99.2 
.8 

0 
0 

1/ Of chains In sample, 
2/ Less than .05 percent. 

1,000 
pounds 

6^,53^   39,996   309,205 

Percent 

83.1 
.6 

2.1 
lkr2 

;   1,000 1,000       1,000 
■ pounds pounds   pounds 

Purchases 1/  • î 96, II6 

Geographic origin of purchases; »Percent 
Texas ,.. : 79.3 
Oklahoma..,..,.... :   o 
Kansas : 2.8 
Other , , : T.'g 
Total '100,0    100.0    100.0 100.0    100,0 100,0 100,0 

Type of supplier; ; 
Purchases in Texas: : 
Packer : 78.^^ 98.2    80,1     95.6    79-3     80.I     86.0 
Packer branch houses j 18.7 1.2     I9.9      2.9     20.6     I9.8     12.8 
Wholesale distributor ;  2.9 ,k               0                     1.5       .1       ,2      1^2 
Other : ___0 ._2 0 0__ 2¿ 0 1¿_ 
Total  ,. : 100.0    100.0    100.0 100.0    100.0     100.Q 100.0 

Purchases in other States: 
Packer -100.0 100.0     0       97.0     58.1 
Packer hranch house ..j    0 0              100.0                 3-0               3*7 
Wholesale distributor :0 0                  0                    0                  0 
Other  :_0 0 0 0 38;;_2  

Total :100.0 100.0.    100.0     lOO.O    100,0     100.0     100.0 

87.8 
2.2 
0 

10,0 

Table 52—Sampled Oklahoma retail food chains: Meat purchases 
origin and type of supplier,   1959 

by kinds,   geographic 

Galt' 
and 

veal 

Lamb 
and 

mutton 

Smoked.      :  sausage,*" 
and cured :  variety 

pork «and others 
Item Beef Fresh 

pork 
Total 

:      1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
:   pounds pounds pounds poimds pounds pounds pounds 

Purchases  : 31,^7^ 8,888 501 lU,603 15,357 7,902 78,725 

Geographic origin of purchases: ;Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Texas,..  : i.2 5*8 0 0 0 .3 L"2~ 
Oklahoma ..-••: 50.0 9^.2 56.1 63.0 59-0 33-1 57-5 
Kansas : 22.7 0 l6,8 28,3 22.9 63.6 25.2 
Other, : 26.1 0 27-1 8j 18.I 3^0 16.1 
Total  . : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Type of supplier; ; 
Purchases in Oklahoma:       : 

Packer .:79.2 98.5 ^5-8 87.3 65,5 69.9 
Packer branch houses ; 20.0 1,5 5^1-,2 12.7 3^-5 13.2 
Wholesale distributor :  .8 0 0 0 0 0 
Other :__0 0 0 0 0 16.9  

Total  :100.0 100.0 100.0 lOO.Q 100,0 100,0 100.0 

Purchases in other States \ 
Packer..,. ...¡9^.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 25.9 85.6 
Packer branch house .'    0 0 0 0; 0 0 0 
Wholesale  distributor,......!     5*7 0 0 0 0 0 2.7 
Others.  J^_0     0    0 0_ 0 7¿j-.l 11.7 

Total : 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100,0 * 100.0 100.0 

80.9 
17.8 

.3 
1.0 
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Table 53—Texas and Oklahoma retail food chains:  Quality or U. S. grade 
equivalent, of dressed beef, calf, and lamb 

purchased, 1959 l/ 

Item 
;U* S. Prime] 
'and Choice ' 

U. S. 
Good 

U. S, 
Standard 

:  U. S. 
: Commercial 
: or lower 

Total 

: Percent 

Texas chains; : 
Beef : 65.5 
Calf and veal  : 2.8 
Lamb and mutton : 96.7 

• 
Oklahoma chains;        : 

Beef •....: 62.9 
Calf and veal : 2.4 
Lamb and mutton •. : 100.0 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 

23.7 5.1 
65.6 30.2 
3.3 2/ 

25.8 2.2 
52.9 44.7 

0 0 

5.7 100.0 
i.k 100.0 
0 100.0 

9.1 100.0 
0 100.0 
0 100.0 

1/ Quality of meat,   comparable to USDA Grade standards, but not necessarily 
USDA graded or rolled.    Gradee were estimated by retailers. 

2/ Less than O.O5 percent. 

Packers and packer branch houses also furnished about 93 percent of the total 
meat handled by Oklahonna chains in 1959o Packers, alone^ supplied 83 percent of 
the total meat requirernent of Oklahoma chains» Wholesalers were unimportant as 
a source of supply for retail chain purchases either in Oklahonaa or from other 
States« "others," which includes processors and brokers were the principal sources 
for sausage and variety meatso 

Quality^ Type of Grading^ and Form of Dressed Purchases 

Quality of Meat Handled 

Almost two-thirds of the dressed beef purchased by Texas and Oklahom.a retail 
food chains in 1959 was estinaated to be equivalet to U. S. Choice or higher in 
quality (table 53)« Most of the remaining beef handled was estimated to be equiv^ 
aient to U« So Good» Beef in the Uo So Standard or lower category was used mostly 
as economy beef or for hamburger and variety meats« Most calf and veal was 
estinciated to be either U, So Good or Uo S« Standard, Lanab and mutton was pre- 
dominantly Uo So Choice or higher in quality* 

At least 92 percent, of the beef, calf and veal, lamb and mutton estimated by 
Oklahoma retail chains to be equivalent in quality to Uo S« Good or higher were marked 
with Federal grades (table 54)« In Texas, not more than 75 percent of the beef esti- 
mated to be Uo So Choice in quality was actually rolled with Federal grades« For 
most of the other kinds of naeat, depending on the grade, smaller percentages were 
graded or rolled with Federal grades« 

Many chains preferred to use packer brands or their own private label on meat 
estimated to  be   Uo  S.  Good or higher in quality (table 55)*   Some chains also marked 
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Tahle 5I4-—Texas and Oklahoma retail food chains: Proportion of fresh meat 
equivalent to U. S. Choice^ Good^ and Standard, 

actually marked with Federal grades, 1959 l/ 

Item U. S. Choice U. S. Good U. S. Standard 

Texas chains; : 
Beef. : 
Calf and veal : 
Lamb and mutton .....; 

Oklahoma chains; : 
Beef..... : 
Calf and veal .....: 
Laiïib and mutton  : 

Percent 

74.7 
35.1 
4-5.0 

91.8 
100.0 
100.0 

Percent 

35.6 
71.5 
22.2 

91.8 
99.5 

0 

Percent 

75A 
i+8.7 
2/ 

0 
87.9 

0 

1/ Proportion of fresh meat equivalent to U.   S.   Choice,  Good,  and Standard is 
shown in Table 53. 

2/ Less than .05 percent. 

'Table  55—Texas  and Oklahoma retail food chains:     Type of grading or marking, 
by kinds of meat,   1959 

:                                       Fresh Meat 

Type of marking 
:        Beef 

Calf 
and 

veal 

:      Lamb 
and 

:    mutton 

Fresh 
]        pork 

other 
pork 1/ 

Texas chains: 
U.   S.   graded  

Percent 

63.2 
1           26.6 

0 
10.2 

Percent 

63.8 
31.8 

0 

Percent 

42.7 
5^.7 

0 
2.6 

Percent 

0 
15.6 

0 
Qk.k 

Percent 

0 
58.1 

0 
41.9 

Packer branded î 
U.   S.  graded and 
packer branded • 
Not graded or branded.. : 

Total ; 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma chains:                     ; 
U.  S.   graded. : 83.0 

2.5 

0 
11^.5 

100.0 
0 

0 
0 

91.6 
Q.k 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
100.0 

0 
100.0 

0 
0 

Packer branded ; 
U.  S.   graded and              : 
Packer branded.........: 
Not graded or branded.. : 

Total. : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1/ other pork includes smoked and cured pork^  and sausage and variety meats. 



meat equivalent to U» S* Standard, but not federally graded or rolled, with their 
private labels» U» S» grade standards are not used in buying or selling pork, con- 
sequently, these items were sold under a private label or ungraded. Fresh pork 
handled by chains in both Texas and Oklahoraa was primarily unbranded, but most 
of the smoked and cured pork, and sausage and variety items were either packer 
branded or carried a private labels 

Form, of Meat Bought and Sold 

Beef, calf and veal, and lamb and mutton were delivered to chain stores prinaarily 
in carcass form as compared to fresh pork which was delivered mostly in wholesale 
cuts (table 56)♦ Almost all of the fresh ncieat sales of Texas and Oklahoma retail 
chains were made in the fornn of retail cuts (table 57)a Fresh naeat which was not 
sold in the fornn of retail cuts, was generally sold as home freezer or locker meat« 
Most of the chains stated that these sales were made to accommodate customers 
and to create good public relations. 

Sales and Distribution Patterns of Retail Food Chains 

Texas Retail Food Chains 

About 98 percent of the total meat handled by Texas retail chains was sold 
through their stores in Texas (table 58J« The remaining meat or meat products 
were sold through stores owned by Texas chains, but located in Oklahoma, Louisiana, 
or New Mexico« 

Retail chain stores located in Dalla s-Fort Worth, San Antonio, and Houston 
accounted for more than 50 percent of the total meat sold by retail food chains in 
Texas (table 58)» The Dallas-Fort Worth area accounted for a large proportion 
of the meat sold in the metropolitan areas and was followed by Houston and San 
Antonio in percentage sales, 

Oklahoma Retail Food Chains 

In 1959, almost 97 percent of the total meat handled by Oklahonaa retail food 
chains moved through stores located in Oklahoma (table 58), All of the remaining 
meat was distributed to stores owned or controlled by Oklahoma chain organizations 
but located in Texas« Most of the meat and meat products sold by Oklahoma retail 
food    chains    in    Oklahom.a    was    sold   in   areas   other than Oklahoma City or Tulsa« 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND EVALUATION OF FACTORS AFFECTING 
INDUSTRY STRUCTURE 

Substantial change has taken place in the market structure of grocery retailing 
and livestock production in the Southern Plains* Changes at the packer and wholesale 
levels are less apparent« 

The Retailing Industry 

The structure of the retailing industry is characterized by the growth of large- 
volume   retailers   who   are  accounting  for  a greater  proportion of the grocery sales 
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Table 56--Texas and Oklahoma retail food chains: Form of meat purchases, 
by kinds of meat, 1959 

Form of meat purchases 

Texas chains; 
Carcasses...... 
Quarters....... 
Other: 
Primal cuts.. 
Retail cuts.. 

Total , 

Oklahoma chains; 
Carcasses  
Quarters  
Other: 
Primal cuts. 
Retail cuts. 

Total..... 

Beef 

Percent 

100.0 

7^.6 
5.3 

12.7 

100.0 

Calf 
and 
veal 

Lamb 
and 

mutton 

Percent 

100.0 

83.7 
16.3 

0 
0 

100.0 

Percent 

100.0 

82.5 
0 

17.5 
0 

100.0 

Fresh 
pork 

Percent 

68.8 80.6 89.1 3.6 
6.2 13.0 1.9 0 

21^.9 5.9 9.0 76.2 
.1 .5 0 20.2 

100.0 

0 
0 

99.6 

100.0 

Table 57--Texas and Oklahoma retail food chains: Form of meat sales, by kinds 
of meat, 1959 

Fo3?m of meat  sales Beef          : 
Calf 

and 
veal 

;           Lamb 
and 

;        mutton 

'           Fresh 
\            pork 

Texas  chains; 
Harcasses.  

Percent 

3.1 
2.1 

2.8 
92.0 

Percent 

2.3 

,á8!6 

Percent 

1.1 
0 

.1 
98.8 

Percent 

0 
Quarters............ 0 

Other; 
Primal   outs  ■7.0 
Retail cuts  93.0 

Total  • • : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Oklahoma chains: 
HaT'casses  1.3 

.2 

0 
98.5 

.9 

.8 

0 
98.3 

0 
0 

0 
100.0 

0 
Quarters  
Other; 

Primal  cuts....... 

■ • \ 
0 

0 
Retail cuts,  100.0 

Total........... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 58—Texas and Oklahoma retail food chains;  Distribution of sales 
by geographic area outside and within the State, 1959 

Item       ; Beef 
: Calf 
:  and 
: veal 

: Lamb 
:  and 
: mutton 

; Fresh 
:  pork 

: Smoked : 
:and cured: 
:  pork : 

Sausage, 
variety 

and others 

Sales of             : 
Texas chains:         ; 

In Texas •..•..• : 

Percent 

98.1 

i/ 
1.9 

Percent 

98.6 
.2 

1.2 

Percent 

98.5 
.1 

1.^ 

Percent 

98.2 
.2 

1.6 

Percent 

97.7 
.2 

2.1 

Percent 

98.3 
.1 In Oklahoma.  ; 

In other states ; 1.6 
Total : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Distribution of      • 
sales within Texas   • 
Dallas-Fort Worth... ' 
Houston ' 

28.5 
23.7 

■    5.9 
41.9 

38.3 
21.0 
6.2 

3i^.5 

22.3 
31.9 
15.6 
30.2 

32.3 
13.9 
7'5 

46.3 

35.5 
13.0 
5-1 

k6.h 

35.0 
1Í+.9 

San Antonio  
other Texas ' 
Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Sales of 
Oklahoma chains: 

In Texas  3.7 
96.3 

7.7 
92.3 

k.2 
95.8 

3.2 
96.8 

.6 
99.h 

1.2 
In Oklahoma  98.8 
Total  ; 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Distribution of sales 
within Oklahoma 

Oklahoma City  
Tulsa  

: 15.0 
: 29.4 
:  55.6 

29.1 
17.4 
53.5 

19.6 
39.8 
1^0.6 

16.2 
26.3 
57.5 

±k.9 
23.8 
61.3 

13.7 
26.1 

Other Oklahoma  60.2 
Total  ! 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1/ Less than .05 percent. 

within the Southern Plains, The upsurge of larger-volume retailing has resulted 
partly from changes in the number, location, income and buying habits of the pop*- 
ulation* Changes in the buying habits of consumers, conversely,niay also be a 
result of the changing market structure» Technological and organizational inno- 
vations such as im.provements in transportation, storage and in-transit refrigeration, 
self-service and other advanced merchandising techniques have given cons-umers 
new services and new economies in food distribution« 

Dramatic changes occurred during the 1948-58 period when grocery store num.-= 
bers dropped 27 percent in Texas and about 40 percent in Oklahoma, Total deflated 
sales of retailers, in contrast, rose 65 percent in Texas and 51 percent in Oklahonma, 
Stores with sales of one million dollars annually accounted for about 39 percent of 
the   total   sales   in   Texas   in   1958.     In Oklahoma, stores with sales of $500 thousand 
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or more made 53 percent of the total sales« 29/ The number of retail stores will 
probably continue to decrease, while sales volume of grocery retailers, especially 
larger volume stores, may increase substantially» 

Continued increases in the nuraber of affiliated retailers relative to independent 
retailers were observed in both Texas and Oklahoma« In addition, cooperative and 
voluntary group retailers are developing centralized naeat buying programs for 
their ncienabers. This represents efforts of independent retailers to achieve economies 
in buying and advertising enjoyed by large volunae retailing firnas» Numbers of fully 
independent retailers are declining throughout the Southern Plainso 

The significance of these developments to the naeat industry stems frona changes 
in buying practices and product requirem.ents nornaally associated with the shift to 
large-vol\ime retailing» Competition anaong retailers for the patronage of dis crina-* 
inating consumers requires exacting attention to quality requirements on meato 
Guarantees of satisfaction on naeat sold by retailers have beconae essential and 
these require quality control, detailed specifications for use in buying, and rigid 
adherence to these specifications» The larger retailer is particularly interested in 
a dependable supplier of standardized and uniform quality naeat products that can be 
purchased along with specified services at conapetitive prices« This usually requires 
a relatively large specialized supplier located in an area where raw product naaterials 
of uniforna quality can be obtained at nainimum cost« Suppliers in areas which cannot 
or do not naeet the exacting requirenaents of the larger volunae retailers may find 
it increasingly difficult to naarket their product. 

The Liivestock and Feedlot Industry 

The Southern Plains, which has abundant basic resources required for live- 
stock production, has been and is mainly a producer and marketer of raw materials 
for processing and consumption elsewhere rather than a processor or consumer of 
finished products« Cow-calf operations and range sheep production are the principal 
livestock enterprises« The Southern Plains annuadly produces large numbers of 
stocker-'feeder cattle and lanabs and ships many of these aninaals to other areas 
for additional feeding and slaughter« This probably will remain the principal function 
of the Soiithern Plains livestock industry« Hog production in the area has dropped 
since the post war period and is inadequate to meet slaughter requirenaents« 

Potential exists for the growth of commercial feedlots in the Southern Plains« 
In-» shipment s accounted for about one-fourth of Texas^ fed beef consunaption, and 
for about one-third of Oklahoma's in 1959« Fed cattle production in both States has 
increased rapidly, and feed and other resources are sufficient for further growth. 
Feedlot production of beef in the Southern Plains will, however, face sonae problems 
as it growso Anaong these will be the procurement costs of retailers in dealing 
with snaall local packers and problenas of unifornaity in quality and quantity of beef 
supplied« 

The Packer and Wholesaler Industries 

The present structure of the naeatpacking and wholesaling industries in the Southern 
Plains is characterized by large numbers of relatively small firms. These firms 
grew put of econonaic circumstances inwhichthis type of structure was naost appro- 
priate«     In the  rural economy of the  Southern Plains, as it existed during the 1920's 

29/   Data were not available for stores with sales of one naillion dollars annually. 



and   1930* s,   nearly   all   of  the   many   retail markets were sraall, transportation was 
slower    and    less    efficient,    and   there   were   technical   limitations to the in-transit 
storage  of meato   Under these  circunristances,  locally oriented meat firms probably 
represented the most feasible means of providing needed supplies of naeat* 

The growth of large-volume retailers during recent years, however, has affected 
the comparative econonaic positions of certain types and sizes of plants. Sm.all 
butcher-type slaughtering and small processing establishments have been replaced 
by larger plants as principal suppliers of large-volume retailing organizations o 
However, many snaall slaughtering firms have been able to survive, in some cases 
because of the locker plant facilities which they provide for many snaall comnaunities. 

Although most of the slaughtering firms in the Southern Plains are relatively 
small-volume, multi-species plants, the majority of the slaughter is accounted for 
by a sm.all number of relatively large packers« The inajority of the larger slaughter 
plants and wholesale meat distributors are located at or near the naore populous 
cities while the smaller slaughterers and grocery store butchers are widely dispersed 
among the naany small conomunities and towns« 

The future growth and potential of the Southern Plains slaughtering and whole- 
saling industry is dependent upon the industry* s ability to compete locally and in 
distant markets with slaughterers and distributors from other areas. Ability to 
com^pete will be dependent to a large extent, on relative supplies and prices of 
slaughter livestock, and comparative costs of slaughtering, processing and trans- 
porting the livestock and meat products, 30/ 

Federally inspected slaughtering facilities also is a prerequisite for trading 
in interstate conamerce. Most of the small slaughtering plants in the region coiild 
not qualify for Federal inspection without expensive renaodeling. 

In 1959, Southern Plains packers obtained most of their total livestock and meat 
requirenaents, almost 90 percent, from sources within Texas and Oklaho2:nâ, Smaller 
quantities of hogs and pork products, however, originated from within the Southern 
Plains, Approximately 80 percent of the meat handled by Texas and Oklahoma 
packers was sold within the Southern Plains, Most of these out-shipnaents were either 
lamb or cow beef. Packer branch houses conducted nauch of their buying and selling 
activities in other areas, but most of the naeat purchases and nearly all of the sales 
by wholesale meat distributors were confined to the Southern Plains area. 

The Southern Plains is a relatively strong surplus producer of lamb and cow 
beef. The excess quantities move out of the area either in live or dressed form. 
Per capita consumption of lamb is low in both the North Central Region and the 
South as well as the Southern Plains, Consequently, most of the dressed lamb is 
shipped to markets in the Northeast, Shipments of cow beef are more widely dis- 
tributed throughout the country. Cow beef often is naore economical to ship longer 
distances since much of this product is boned out prior to shipment. 

Implications of Changes for Meatpackers and Distributors 

It is clear frona the preceding discussion that (1) rapidly naoving changes are 
taking    place   in   the   food   retailing   industry   in   Texas and Oklahoma, (2) structural 

30/  An analysis  of comparative  costs  and  competitive potentials will be available 
in a later publication, 
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changes also have appeared at the producer level in the form of commercial cattle 
feedlots and a growing livestock industry, (3) technological im.provements in trans- 
portation, refrigeration, and com|m.unication m.ake it possible for meatpackers in 
other regions to actively compete with those in Texas and Oklahonaa, and (4) changes 
in buying methods of retailers have tended to focus attention upon the larger specialized 
"shipper type" suppliers« Whereas naany Southern Plains packers are small-volvime 
locally oriented firnas unable to compete outside their own State because they are 
not federally inspected« 

Impacts of the above forces likely have been felt by the Southern Plains naeat- 
packing industry and the effects may intensify during the nex± several years« Many 
small-volum.e packers are finding it increasingly difficult to compete with large- 
volume suppliers« 

Marked changes may be required» A downward adjustment in numbers, and in- 
creases in average volunae of meatpacking plants in the Southern Plains appear likely« 
Markets for small, diversified and locally oriented packers are rapidly declining« 
More medium or large-volume, federally inspected, more highly specialized and 
lower-cost plants may be required in the future« Such firm.s naight be in a better 
position to meet the exacting requirem.ents of m.any large volume retailers in Texas 
and Oklahoma and also be able to com.pete actively with packers and meat suppliers 
in other areas« 

Southern Plains packers and processors enjoy some com.petitive advantages« 
These arise, primarily, from (1) proxim.ity to local consumer outlets, (2) an intimate 
knowledge of local tastes, preferences, and consumption requirements, (3) ability 
to design products and services to meet the requirements of some local retail out- 
lets, (4) nonunionization of most plants permitting greater flexibility in the use of 
labor, (5) a lower average lev el of wages, and (6) some restrictions on interstate 
shippers arising frona Federal inspection requirem.ents« 

There are other forces that may work to the disadvantage of Southern Plains 
packers: (1) transportation rates on dressed meat relative to those on slaughter 
livestock naay continue to decline, (2) labor iinions are becoming a more important 
factor in Southern Plains m.eatpaçking and pracessing plants while fam.ily labor is 
becoming less important« Any mergers or plant construction which tends to increase 
average size and volum.e of the plants in the region would probably tend to hasten 
unionization, reduce flexibility in the use of labor, and increase labor costs« 

Numbers and sales of packinghouse branches in the Southern Plains may con- 
tinue to decline« They are likely to continue their emphasis upon fresh and cured 
pork and processed products« Meat wholesalers handle considerable volumes of m.eat 
in Texas, but are relatively unimportant in the overall structure of the industry in 
Oklahoma« Meatpackers and processors historically have assumed responsibility 
for the wholesaling function« 

Few large-volumebeef wholesalers of the type generally referred to as "breakers** 
are found in the Southern Plains, These firms are m.ore characteristic of beef deficit 
areas« Whether or not breakers beconae more inaportant in the region naay depend 
upon the future surplus-deficit position of the region for fed beef, as well as upon 
retailer demand for cuts, and competition offered by local packers in performing 
the breaking function« 

The volume of food eaten outside the hom.e in commercial and institutional 
feeding establishments likely will rise as population and incomes rise« This, in 
turn, could increase the importance of specialized hotel and restaurant wholesalers« 
The importance of wholesalers catering to the needs of small-volume retailers, 
however, probably will fall« 
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